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House of Representatives
The House met at 11 a.m.
The Reverend Dr. Ronald F. Chris-

tian, Chaplain, Lutheran Social Serv-
ices, Washington, D.C., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

God of all grace and mercy, we pause
at the beginning of this workday to re-
member and give thanks.

With reverence and affection, we re-
member before You again this day 2
persons who in the course of per-
forming daily duties, sacrificed their
very lives as a part of their call to
serve us all.

With gratitude and appreciation we
remember all people who must summon
the courage this day to face new chal-
lenges that are ahead in life’s un-
charted waters.

With a deep sense of our place in this
moment of history, we remember all
those who have formed and shaped us
in such a way that we are able to rec-
ognize the importance of this hour and
this day for our work and in our rela-
tionships.

Almighty God, we give You our
thanks and our gratitude for the oppor-
tunity to serve You and in so doing
help our neighbor. Dispose, we pray,
this day and our deeds in Your peace.
Amen.
f

THE JOURNAL
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-

ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.
f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman

from California (Mr. MATSUI) come for-
ward and lead the House in the Pledge
of Allegiance.

Mr. MATSUI led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-

lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
without amendment a concurrent reso-
lution of the House of the following
title:

H. Con. Res. 158. Concurrent resolution des-
ignating the Document Door of the United
States Capitol as the ‘‘Memorial Door’’.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed with an amendment
in which the concurrence of the House
is requested, a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R. 1555. An act to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2000 for intelligence and
intelligence-related activities of the United
States Government, the Community Man-
agement Account, and the Central Intel-
ligence Agency Retirement and Disability
System, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to
the bill (H.R. 1555) ‘‘An Act to author-
ize appropriations for fiscal year 2000
for intelligence and intelligence-re-
lated activities of the United States
Government, the Community Manage-
ment Account, and the Central Intel-
ligence Agency Retirement and Dis-
ability System, and for other pur-
poses,’’ requests a conference with the
House on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and appoints from
the Select Committee on Intelligence:
Mr. SHELBY, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. LUGAR,
Mr. DEWINE, Mr. KYL, Mr. INHOFE, Mr.
HATCH, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. ALLARD, Mr.
KERREY, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr.
KERRY, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. ROBB, Mr.
LAUTENBERG, and Mr. LEVIN; and from
the Committee on Armed Services: Mr.
WARNER, to be the conferees on the
part of the Senate.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The 1-minute re-
quests will be at the end of legislative
business today.
f

FINANCIAL FREEDOM ACT OF 1999

The SPEAKER. The unfinished busi-
ness is the further consideration of the
bill (H.R. 2488) to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to reduce indi-
vidual income tax rates, to provide
marriage penalty relief, to reduce
taxes on savings and investments, to
provide estate and gift tax relief, to
provide incentives for education sav-
ings and health care, and for other pur-
poses.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER. When proceedings

were postponed on legislative day of
Wednesday, July 21, 1999, pursuant to
section 2 of the House Resolution 256, 1
hour of general debate remained on the
bill.

The gentleman from Texas (Mr. AR-
CHER) and the gentleman from New
York (Mr. RANGEL) each have 30 min-
utes remaining.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas, (Mr. ARCHER).

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Washington (Ms. DUNN), a very highly
regarded and respected member of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to express my enthusiastic support for
the Financial Freedom Act of 1999.
This bill provides essential tax relief
for every American who wants to se-
cure a better future for himself or her-
self and for their children. No other
provision, Mr. Speaker, is as historic in
this bill as the elimination of the death
tax.

The freedom to obtain prosperity and
to accumulate wealth is uniquely
American; and when unfettered, it is a
wonderful thing to behold. Yet, the
current tax treatment of a person’s life
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savings is so onerous and so burden-
some that children are often forced to
turn over half of their inheritance to
the Federal Government. It is as wrong
as it is tragic, and it dishonors the
hard work of those who have passed on.

Today, Mr. Speaker, less than half of
all family-owned businesses survive the
death of the founder, and only about 5
percent survive to the third genera-
tion. Under current law, it is cheaper
for an individual to sell his or her busi-
ness prior to death and pay the capital
gains than pass it on to their children.
This is indeed terrible public policy.

As a result, Congress has tried over
the years to provide targeted death tax
relief to certain people. First, we
adopted a unified credit to protect
small estates from taxation. With the
rising tide of small business growth
and the proliferation of retirement an-
nuities, however, many middle class
families are being pushed above this
exemption.

Secondly, Congress, in 1997, adopted a
family-owned business exemption in
addition to provide additional relief to
families and to small family farms. It
was a good idea at the time, but this
exemption has proven to be a real
boondoggle. It is a boondoggle for at-
torneys who must be hired by families
trying to navigate their way through
the 14-point eligibility test.

I recently asked an estate planner
who advises 200 family-owned busi-
nesses how many of his clients qualify
for this new relief. His answer was 10
out of 200. On average, only about 3
percent of family-owned farms can
qualify under this provision. As much
as we try, it is just impossible to dupli-
cate in law the complex relationships
that exist in families in the real world.

It is time to be bold.
The Financial Freedom Act offers the

only true relief that will work to com-
plete the elimination of the death tax.
The death tax is not a tax on wealth, it
is a tax on the accumulation of wealth.
That is why it is supported by the
Black Chamber of Commerce, who feel
that they have 3 generations to put to-
gether a legacy to create their power
base in this society, and the death tax
is their enemy. It is supported by the
Hispanic Chamber of Commerce and
the National Indian Business Council.
These groups understand the truly dev-
astating impact that the death tax has
on the pursuit of wealth and power in
our society.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support the Financial Freedom Act. It
encourages savings, investment risk,
and the creation of wealth. It is also
time, Mr. Speaker, I believe, to honor
our most fundamental values, not tax
them.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MATSUI), a senior member
of the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from New York, the
ranking member of the Committee on
Ways and Means, for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, in January of 1995, after
1 year of taking over the House of Rep-
resentatives, the Republicans took
probably the most irresponsible act I
have seen in my 21 years in Congress
when they shut down the Federal Gov-
ernment for a period of about 2 weeks.
We had the threat of perhaps Social Se-
curity checks being withheld, veterans’
benefits being withheld.

I have to say that as I stand here on
the floor of the House today, the tax
bill that they have before us and the
vote that they will take in a few hours
is the second most irresponsible act
that they have had in the last 51⁄2 years
since they have taken control of this
institution.

If this bill ever became law, and God
forbid if it did, we would be cutting
veterans’ benefits by some 25 percent
over the next 10 years, we would be
cutting education benefits by 25 per-
cent over the next 10 years, we would
be cutting Social Security and Medi-
care, and the Republicans whom we
will be hearing from during the course
of this debate, they have a lockbox
that preserves the Medicare surplus
and the Social Security surplus.

That will only maintain the status
quo. You will still have a cash flow
problem in the year 2013, 14 years from
now. And by the year 2035, just a gen-
eration from now, the whole Social Se-
curity system, in fact, will go bank-
rupt. That will be the consequence of
this legislation.

The legislation also does one other
thing, and we have not been able to get
really a distribution table to find out
exactly where the benefits will go, but
we do know some things. Over the next
10 years, people making $300,000 and
above, families making $300,000 and
above will get about 50 percent of this
tax cut. So we are going to take away
from veterans, we are going to take
away from education, and we are going
to take away from Social Security re-
cipients to give to the most wealthy
Americans in this country.

So the fact of the matter is that this
bill again is second in the most irre-
sponsible act that I have seen in my 21
years here, next to the closure of the
Federal Government in 1995.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. NUSSLE), another respected mem-
ber of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, come on.
I would say to my colleague from Cali-
fornia, I mean people out there listen-
ing to this, it cannot be as bad or as
good as anybody is saying.

Cutting education benefits. Last
night we heard from colleagues saying,
this is really small. It has no impact on
my district at all. In fact, somebody
came to the floor and said, my con-
stituents only get $1 a month. And now
we have colleagues coming to the floor
saying this is the most irresponsible,
devastating legislation to ever meet
the Congress of the United States. Edu-
cation benefits will be cut; veterans

thrown out on the street. My goodness,
how can it be that good and that bad
all in one bill?

Well, let me suggest to my colleague
that it is not that good or that bad, but
it does come down to a fundamental
principle that all of us have to come to
grips with.

Number one, whose money is this?
Whose money are we talking about? It
is not yours, and it is not mine. It is
not the Democrats’. It is not the Re-
publicans’. It is not the Committee on
Ways and Means. It is not the House of
Representatives. This is not the gov-
ernment’s money. These people who
work so hard in your district, in my
district, to send that money to Wash-
ington, it is their money, number one.

Number two, we are not giving the
money back. We are saying, keep it. We
are saying, we believe you are good
people in a great Nation who make bet-
ter decisions about your daily lives
than the government can for you. And
yes, we need some of those resources to
operate the Federal Government, but
when we take enough, when we take
too much, we are going to allow you to
keep it in the future, because we be-
lieve you spend that money more wise-
ly.

Number three, I would ask the people
who are listening to this debate, and I
ask the Speaker and my colleagues to
just speak common sense, what would
you do if you had a little bit of extra
money. This is what we are proposing.
This is what the bill does. Throwing
veterans out in the street, cutting edu-
cation. Come on. We heard Medicare;
we heard all of that for so many years.
Nobody out there believes that. Nobody
out there believes that. This is a great
country. We do not do that to people.

What we do is we say some of the
money ought to go back to people and
just stay there, let them spend it, and
the rest of it ought to go to debt relief.
We have an opportunity to pay down
the national debt, the first time since
1969 that any serious attempt at all
will be made to pay down the national
debt. Is it enough? No, I would like to
pay down more.

Is this enough tax relief? No. I would
love for people to be able to keep a lit-
tle bit more. But this is a responsible
balance. One-third tax relief; two-
thirds debt relief. I would ask the peo-
ple that are listening, does that not
make sense, to keep a little bit and pay
down the debt.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER).

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the distinguished gentleman from New
York for yielding me this time.

I came here in 1981. We had a $749 bil-
lion tax cut on the floor, and the rhet-
oric I heard was the same. The people
need to keep their money.

b 1115

We do not need all the money. We
need to downsize government. And so
we passed a $749 billion tax cut and we
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quadrupled the debt on our children
and on our grandchildren, because we
did not pay our bills.

Ronald Reagan and George Bush
asked for more spending in those 12
years than the Congress appropriated.

My friend says that we want to have
people keep the money. That would be
very nice. But guess what? The trigger
which does not affect the middle class,
the trigger that does not affect the
middle class is that trigger which says
the capital gains tax, the estate tax,
and the other taxes that go to our most
wealthy citizens will not be affected if
the debt goes up, because they are
locked in. It is only the little guys who
will be adversely affected if the debt
goes up.

Situation normal.
The same old same old or, as Ronald

Reagan said in that famous debate,
here we go again; on the road to more
and more debt, not saving Social Secu-
rity, not making sure that Medicare is
there for those in the future.

I would say to my colleagues that
debt that they talk about paying down
is all Social Security. Why? Because
the trillion dollars that they use for
the debt relief is the on-budget oper-
ating surplus. No money for defense, no
money to stabilize and keep secure our
economy.

Here we go again. We did it in 1981
and quadrupled our deficit. Let us not
do it again to our children and grand-
children.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. ENGLISH), another re-
spected member of the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. ARCHER), for the oppor-
tunity to speak and I congratulate him
on his extraordinary tax bill that we
bring to the floor today.

The Financial Freedom Act of 1999
legislation is a huge step toward re-
storing the American dream for mil-
lions of American families, the rhet-
oric on the other side notwithstanding.
What they do not get is that in a mar-
ket economy, robust economic growth
is the most important catalyst for so-
cial justice. A growing economy means
greater opportunity for all and greater
access for the American dream.

The Financial Freedom Act will
stimulate economic growth by reward-
ing savings and investment and reduc-
ing the tax burden on the American
economy. It does this by reducing all,
all, individual income tax rates, cut-
ting the capital gains tax, allowing
small business a larger write-off on in-
vestments to create jobs and repealing
the AMT, the most anti-growth feature
in the current Tax Code.

Mr. Speaker, it would also benefit
communities and industries that have
been passed by in the current pros-
perity. It contains tax relief for family
farms and tax relief for our belea-
guered domestic steel industry. It also
calls for the creation of new American

renewal communities in some of our
most distressed localities where invest-
ment in old neighborhoods and new
firms would be greenlined under this
bill and low-income residents would be
given new incentives to save through
family development accounts for the
thrifty.

Finally, the Financial Freedom Act
of 1999, instead of cutting education
funding, makes college more affordable
by extending tax breaks on student
loans, permitting private universities
to offer tax-deferred prepaid tuition
plans and exempting the earnings of all
college tuition plans from taxation. In
doing so, it makes the dream of higher
education more accessible for millions
of students in the struggling middle
class.

Mr. Speaker, now that the House Re-
publicans have set aside an unprece-
dented $1.9 trillion for Social Security
and Medicare, programs that they
looted like Visigoths when they were
in the majority. We embark today on
an effort to return some $790 billion to
the American taxpayer, growing the
economy, and creating individual op-
portunity in the process.

This legislation is much needed and
well-deserved tax relief for the Amer-
ican people. I urge all of my colleagues
to set aside the empty partisan rhet-
oric and to vote in favor of this impor-
tant legislation. Strike a blow for a
growing economy. Strike a blow for the
middle class. Vote for this legislation.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. NEAL), a distinguished
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

(Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, Members on both sides of the
aisle have said that the tax bill re-
ported by the Committee on Ways and
Means is a bill that makes budget pri-
orities clear. These Members are right.
This is a debate about Social Security
and Medicare and paying down the Fed-
eral budget debt.

Our priority on the Democratic side
is clear. It is saving Social Security
first, fixing Medicare, and making sure
the Federal deficits from the last era
do not return under an unreasonable
tax bill offered by the Republican
Party.

As we all know, the 1981 tax bill was
the leading cause of deficits we in-
curred during the past 15 years, but the
Republican slogan today is clear. Ex-
tremism in the pursuit of a tax cut is
no vice.

This priority is a reckless tax bill
based upon uncertain economic projec-
tions and based on unlikely assump-
tions about Draconian cuts in the fu-
ture of government spending: programs
like law enforcement, farm aid, edu-
cation, veterans programs, to name
just a few. They almost could not even
get this tax bill to the floor because
the moderates in their own party are

suspicious of where this legislation will
take us.

On the Democratic side, we are not
saying we are against tax cuts. We are
simply saying, fix Social Security and
Medicare first. Leave enough of a re-
serve to pay down the Federal debt and
then talk about a modest tax cut ini-
tiative aimed at working class Ameri-
cans, not the wealthiest among us who
are not even clamoring for a tax cut at
this time.

Social Security is the Nation’s pre-
mier program. It is the greatest
achievement legislatively of this cen-
tury. It has been crucial to the way el-
derly Americans have lived during the
last 60-plus years and we have a chance
now to protect it. Reject this bill. It is
irresponsible and reckless.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. LEWIS), another respected
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speak-
er, today I think the question in this
debate boils down to one thing: Who do
we trust?

I arrived here in 1994, at the end of
the 40-year period of Democrat rule of
this House of Representatives. They
were running 200-plus billion dollar
deficits and created a $5 trillion debt.
Government was growing at an expo-
nential rate. They were ready and will-
ing to place upon this country a gov-
ernment program that would have
taken us over the line, a government
program called socialized medicine.
There was not enough money for them
to spend. They just kept taking it out
of Social Security and Medicare, wher-
ever they could get the money to cre-
ate larger government all the time.

To hear them talk about debt reduc-
tion is amusing. Talk about revisionist
history. We listened to it last night.

When I came here, I signed a con-
tract, the Contract with America, that
would balance the budget, that would
cut taxes, that would reform welfare,
that would reduce the size of govern-
ment and allow people to keep more of
their money. They fought it every inch
of the way.

Yes, there was a government shut-
down. Know why? Because the Presi-
dent would not sign the Balanced
Budget Act that he is so wonderfully
willing to take credit for today.

The question is, who do we trust?
They did not get the title ‘‘tax-and-

spend’’ liberals for nothing. I think it
is a very appropriate title and it still
sticks with them today.

The question is who do we trust? It is
like if we believe them, it would be like
asking Jessie James to guard the bank
vault for a little while. I do not think
we want to do that. I do not think we
want to go back to 40 years of tax-and-
spend liberals.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Balti-
more, Maryland (Mr. CARDIN), a mem-
ber of the committee.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I was lis-
tening to my friend. I believe in the
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Contract with America there was the
provision that it is wrong for us to
enact laws that apply to the private
sector and do not apply to us. One of
those laws is truth in advertising. If we
are going to comply with that law, this
bill should not be called the Financial
Freedom Act of 1999. It should be called
the Financial Irresponsibility Act of
1999.

Let us talk about debt reduction. My
Republican friends say they are using
two out of every three dollars for debt
reduction, assuming there is $3 trillion
in surplus in the next 10 years. There is
only $1 trillion in surplus. The other
$1.9 trillion is in Social Security and
we all agree that needs to be
lockboxed. However, the Republican
bill spends it. We do not have it.

Then they spend the $1 trillion before
we even receive it. There is not a dime
for deficit reduction in their proposals.

Truth in advertising. They jeopardize
our economy. Then they talk about the
thousands of dollars on a per capita
basis that my constituent is going to
receive. Why do they not tell every-
body that that is a 10-year cumulative
number? Their tax year of 10 percent
does not become real this year; only 1
percent during the next 3 years. We
have to wait for 9 years for half of that
to come into effect. Truth in adver-
tising. Tell the people what they are
doing.

The height of irresponsibility is what
happens in the out-years. They adver-
tise this to be $1 trillion with interest
during the first 10 years, but it bal-
loons to another $3 trillion in the next
10 years, just as the baby boomers are
reaching age for Medicare and Social
Security. They cannot do this bill and
Social Security and Medicare. It can-
not be done. They spend the Social Se-
curity money. They spend the surplus
money twice. That is irresponsible.

Then the Speaker tells us there is a
provision in this bill to deal with the
earnings limit, giving our seniors hope
they can earn more. That is not in this
bill. Truth in advertising. I know we
have a speech and debate clause that
protects us for our truthfulness on the
floor, but let us be honest with our con-
stituents. We have a chance to do it in
the motion to recommit. It speaks to
the priorities that we should be talking
about. Fifty percent for deficit reduc-
tion; 25 percent for tax relief; and 25
percent for the other priorities, Social
Security, Medicare, and veterans bene-
fits.

Support the motion to recommit.
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2

minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. SMITH).

(Mr. SMITH of Michigan asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I am a farmer from Michigan. There
is a lot of hogwash and rhetoric being
shoveled on this tax debate. So I chal-
lenge, Mr. Speaker, the American peo-
ple to try to separate the hay from the
chaff.

I came into Congress in 1993. It was a
Democratic majority at that time and
what they and the President did first
off was increase taxes by $280 billion
over the 5 years of the budget. They
used the, $280 billion tax increase to
grow government.

Let me report what this tax bill
we’re discussing today does over 5
years. It reduces taxes $156 billion and
reduces the public debate $800 billion.

What happened in 1993 was a slow-
down of the economy. Four and a half
years ago, the Republicans took the
majority. The first thing we did in this
Congress was have a rescission bill that
reduced expenditures. We have held the
line on expenditures. The Democrats
have been complaining that Repub-
licans are too frugal, they are not
spending enough money. I look at the
bill of the gentleman from New York
(Mr. RANGEL) that he is going to offer
as a substitute, and as it turns out it is
a tax increase.

It is consistent with what the Presi-
dent has suggested. The President has
schemed in his budget that we have a
tax increase of $100 billion and that we
expand the spending of government by
that $100 billion. If the papers are cor-
rect, the Democrat leader over in the
Senate is suggesting that we use one-
third of the surplus to have a tax cut;
we use two-thirds to expand this gov-
ernment. That is the danger. Who be-
lieves if we do not get this money out
of town and back in the pockets of the
workers that earned it, Washington
politicians are not going to spend it.
Unlike the growing of crops on the
farm, the growing of government is not
good. I am very interested and con-
cerned with paying down the debt. Re-
publicans have been in the majority for
41⁄2 years. In that time we have cut
spending, stopped spending the Social
Security Trust Fund money and bal-
anced the budget. For most every year
that the Democrats were in the major-
ity prior to 1995, they spent the Social
Security Trust Fund surplus on other
government programs and increased
the debt of this country to $5 trillion.

In the first 5 years of this tax pro-
posal we pay down the public debt by
$900 billion; $900 billion. Also we are
doing more. With the tax cut we now
require that Washington reduce the
debt. Now we have a trigger.

I would say to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. ARCHER), I hope the con-
ferees will proceed with dedication to
make sure that this tax bill assures
that we continue our effort to pay
down the debt.

b 1130
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield

21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. LEWIS), a member of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
the Republican tax bill is a ‘‘do-noth-
ing’’ bill. It does nothing to protect So-
cial Security, nothing to strengthen
Medicare, nothing to reduce our na-
tional debt, and next to nothing to help
working Americans.

Mr. Darrell Stinchcomb is a fifth
grade teacher in the Atlanta public
school system. Darrell loves to teach
and works hard to educate the next
generation. In return, he earns $32,000 a
year. Unfortunately, this Republican
tax bill does almost nothing to help
working Americans like Darrell. Under
the Republican plan, Darrell would get
a tax cut of just $20 a month, $240 a
year. Yet a person earning $200,000 a
year or more would get a tax break of
over $9,000. $240 for working people like
Darrell, $9,000 for the richest people in
America. That is not right. That is not
fair. That is not just. It is a shame and
a disgrace.

Most working Americans will receive
little or nothing under the Republican
tax bill. It does nothing, not one thing,
to protect Social Security and Medi-
care. Nothing, but nothing, to reduce
the national debt. A thousand for the
rich, pocket change for working Ameri-
cans. That is the Republican tax bill.

Mr. Speaker, when I was growing up
in rural Alabama, I was responsible for
raising the chickens. The first lesson I
learned was never, ever to count your
chickens before they hatch. This Re-
publican tax bill spends billions of dol-
lars before we have it in the bank. It is
a mistake. It is irresponsible. It is not
the right thing to do.

We finally have an opportunity to
protect the future of Social Security
and Medicare, not just for ourselves
and our parents but for future genera-
tions. The Republican tax bill is a step
in the wrong direction. It is a step
backward. I urge my colleagues to de-
feat this irresponsible bill.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. MCCRERY), another re-
spected member of the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today primarily to thank the Chairman
of the Committee on Ways and Means,
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. AR-
CHER), to thank him for having the wis-
dom and the courage to put together a
tax bill that addresses not just the
high-profile popular calls for tax relief
that grab the headlines and provide us
politicians with applause lines, but a
tax bill that provides tax relief to the
business community in the United
States in a way that will result in
greater availability of capital in this
country for investment, more jobs
being created here, and more jobs being
saved here.

This is not only a responsible tax
cut, it is a needed tax cut if we want
American companies to be competitive
in the world marketplace in the next
century.

Look, remember 2 years ago, when
we Republicans cut taxes? We were
called irresponsible then by the same
people in the opposition party that are
today calling us irresponsible for offer-
ing this tax cut. Remember their
words? ‘‘You cannot cut taxes and bal-
ance the budget.’’ How many times did
I hear that? Well, obviously they were
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wrong then. We did cut taxes and bal-
ance the budget. And they are wrong
today.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from Texas for putting together an ex-
cellent tax cut and for helping Amer-
ican companies and American workers.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. MCNULTY), a member of the
committee.

Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my leader for yielding me this time.

My father and my grandfather, two
great public servants, taught me that
Harry Truman was one of the finest
presidents in the history of our coun-
try, and I think that that was because
he was possessed of such wonderful
common sense. As a matter of fact, he
became known for saying ‘‘Let’s look
at the record.’’ And, Mr. Speaker, I
think that is what we ought to do
today.

In 1981, Ronald Reagan came to office
and promised the Nation a balanced
budget in 3 years. He never delivered
on that promise. Not in 3 years, not in
4 years, not in 8 years, not in 12 years
of the Reagan and Bush administra-
tions. As a matter of fact, the opposite
occurred.

Because of the huge tax cut which
was implemented at the beginning of
his term, we had larger and larger defi-
cits throughout those years, $200, $300,
$400 billion. And, yes, we quadrupled
the national debt. All of the debt, Mr.
Speaker, of the United States of Amer-
ica from George Washington to Jimmy
Carter amounted to less than $1 tril-
lion. And in the 12 years of the Reagan
and Bush administrations that went to
over $4 trillion. That is the record.

In 1993, Bill Clinton came to office
and he promised to reduce the budget
deficits. He did a lot more than that,
Mr. Speaker. He eliminated them. And
now we are having this wonderful de-
bate about what to do with the extra
money. That is the record.

We have a decision to make, Mr.
Speaker. We can go with the policy of
the 1980s, which gave us ever-increas-
ing deficits which quadrupled the na-
tional debt, or we can do what I am
going to do. I am going to stick with
the winners, with Clinton and Gore and
Gephardt and that man sitting right
there, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. RANGEL), and I am going to sup-
port his program of saving Social Secu-
rity, saving Medicare, and reducing the
national debt.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
reject this bill and to support the Ran-
gel substitute.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. SHAYS).

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
distinguished Chairman of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means for yielding
me this time.

I have spent 12 years of my life in
this place working with others to try
to get our country’s financial house in
order and balance the Federal budget.

And as hard as we worked, we really
did not see much improvement until
Republicans gained the majority in
this House. When we gained the major-
ity, we saw deficits projected of $100
billion, $200 billion dollars, going out
for years and years and years.

Because of our efforts, we have re-
versed that. And now we have a budget
surplus, projected over the next 10
years, of $3 trillion. Two trillion of
those dollars we are setting aside for
Social Security and Medicare, and we
are going to pay down debt. One tril-
lion is the true surplus outside the
trust funds. And that is what we are
debating.

I am absolutely convinced my col-
leagues on the other side want to spend
it. And I believe if we leave it on the
table, it will be spent. Absolutely con-
vinced of it. And then 10 years from
now we will have a higher level of gov-
ernment spending and we will need to
deal with incredible expenditures that
will come in the future, and our base-
line will be very, very high.

Instead, we want to cut taxes. Not all
of the $1 trillion. It may be, by the
time we are done, $500 to $800 billion.
They are tax cuts that help generate
economic activity, and they are tax
cuts that help families, and they are
tax cuts that help education and allow
us to deduct for health care. If we leave
it on the table, it will be spent; and our
spending base will be that much high-
er. If we return it in tax cuts and phase
them in over time, I am absolutely
convinced our economy will grow. But
if, in the future, we find it does not, we
do not have to implement the entire
phase-in.

This is very responsible, and I say
this particularly to Republicans: this is
the most important thing we can do to
finish what we started.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. BENTSEN).

(Mr. BENTSEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong opposition to the Republican
leadership’s tax bill. This is the wrong
policy at the wrong time that will only
add to the national debt at the expense
of Social Security and Medicare. We
are debating a trillion dollar tax cut
that is going to grow to $3 trillion in 20
years on assumptions that may well
not pan out.

Nearly 20 years ago, then Senate Ma-
jority Leader Howard Baker of Ten-
nessee called the Reagan tax cut a
river boat gamble. I predict that like
that gamble in 1981, this bill, too, if en-
acted, will result in increasing the na-
tional debt many times over.

It is a shame that after spending
years of crawling out of the supply-side
hole the Republicans put us in back in
1981, they now want to dig a new ditch,
and even deeper.

What will this gamble cost in real
terms? $3 trillion over 20 years. What
will happen if the non-Social Security

surpluses do not materialize? We will
drive the Nation deeper into debt and
jeopardize the future of Social Secu-
rity, Medicare, and the American econ-
omy through rising inflation, higher
interest rates, and a weak dollar.

This is the wrong idea, it is a bad
idea, and we ought to defeat this plan.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. LEVIN).

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LEVIN. First, Mr. Speaker, the
trigger. It is not a trigger; it is a shot
in the dark at the last minute. Let me
tell my colleagues why. It is not tied to
the debt but to interest on the debt,
gross interest, that can go up as trust
funds increase.

There also can be a perverse result. If
there is a recession, there would be no
tax cut. And then when we come out of
a recession, a tax cut.

It applies only to the income tax, not
to the other tax reductions. So what it
applies to is the least regressive. One-
third goes to 1 percent, another one-
third goes to the 9 percent highest in-
come earners in this country, and only
one-third goes to 90 percent of tax-
payers. It is already terrible enough in
terms of its regressivity.

One last thing. According to the
CBO, the debt subject to the limit does
not decline until 2006, and that as-
sumes no tax cut. So if we look at this
trigger, it may result in no income tax
reduction across the board through the
first 10 years. It just does not make
any sense.

Secondly, I want to show my col-
leagues this chart, the explosion in the
second 10 years of a $3 trillion revenue
loss. That is the same period when So-
cial Security surpluses begin to fall,
when Medicare runs out of money in
2015, when non-Social Security budget
surpluses begin to fall.

This is reckless, reckless, reckless. It
sells out our ability to act on Social
Security and Medicare for the long run.
Vote a resounding ‘‘no’’ on this bill and
support the motion to recommit as
well as the Rangel substitute bill.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
MCINTOSH) for the purpose of a col-
loquy.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, let me
add before we begin the colloquy, that
I, too, want to thank the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARCHER) and the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means for bringing
this bill to the floor. It has been said,
and I agree, this is the most important
piece of legislation that this Congress
will pass. The gentleman has reached
the soft underbelly of the tax-and-
spend crowd by taking the revenues off
the table and returning it to the Amer-
ican people, and I thank the gentleman
for doing that.

As the chairman knows, along with
many others in our conference, the
gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. PICK-
ERING) and I have been very interested
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in making sure that the tax bill before
us includes as much relief as possible
for those American taxpayers who are
paying entirely too much in taxes sole-
ly because they are married.

Mr. PICKERING. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MCINTOSH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Mississippi.

Mr. PICKERING. Mr. Speaker, I, too,
would hope that when the gentleman
from Texas goes to conference on this
bill, that he will make an effort to see
the amount of money used to provide
relief to these married taxpayers is sig-
nificantly greater than the amount set
forth in the House bill.

I also want to join my colleague, Mr.
Speaker, in thanking the gentleman
for his leadership on a great package of
tax relief and thank him for his assur-
ances on this issue as well.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MCINTOSH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. ARCHER. Well, I would say to
both of the gentlemen, Mr. Speaker,
that they have exemplified great lead-
ership on giving couples marriage pen-
alty relief, and they can be assured
that in the conference, with the con-
currence of the Senate, the amount of
money designated for marriage penalty
relief will be above the level in the
House bill.

I think I also must add that a lot of
credit goes to many, many other Mem-
bers who have joined with these two
gentlemen on this issue, particularly
two members of the Committee on
Ways and Means, the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. WELLER) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HERGER).
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I think all of the country can be
thankful for all of my colleagues.

Separately, Mr. Speaker, I am including in
the RECORD at this point an exchange of let-
ters with the Committee on Education and the
Workforce, and an explanation of my amend-
ment to H.R. 2488 making the reductions in
the across-the-board tax rate reductions con-
tingent on the annual change in the govern-
ment’s interest expenses on the total U.S.
debt.

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS,
Washington, DC, July 21, 1999.

Hon. WILLIAM F. GOODLING,
Chairman, Committee on Education and the

Workforce, Washington, DC.
DEAR CHAIRMAN GOODLING: I write to con-

firm our mutual understanding with respect
to further consideration of H.R. 2488, the
‘‘Financial Freedom Act of 1999.’’ H.R. 2488
was ordered favorably reported by the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means on July 14, 1999.
Title XII of H.R. 2488, as reported, contains
nearly 40 pension provisions in the tax code
designed to improve retirement security.

As you know, on July 14, 1999, the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce or-
dered favorably reported H.R. 1102, the
‘‘Comprehensive Retirement Security and
Pension Reform Act.’’ The bill, as intro-
duced, was referred to the Committee on
Ways and Means, and in addition, to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce,
and the Committee on Government Reform.

Titles I-V of the bill, as reported, contain
many of the tax provisions included in H.R.
2488, and Title VI contains comparison
amendments to the Employee Retirement
Income Security Act (ERISA) approved by
your Committee.

In order to expedite consideration of H.R.
2488, you agreed to refrain from asking the
Rules Committee to make in order an
amendment to H.R. 2488 to include the provi-
sions of Title VI of H.R. 1102, as reported.
This was based on the understanding that I
would continue to work with you to include
agreed upon pension provisions within the
jurisdiction of the Education Committee in
the final conference report on H.R. 2488, and
that I would not object to your request for
conferees with respect to matters within the
jurisdiction of your Committee when a
House-Senate conference is convened on this
legislation.

Finally, I will include in the RECORD a
copy of our exchange of letters on this mat-
ter during floor consideration. Thank you for
your assistance and cooperation in this mat-
ter. With best personal regards,

Sincerely,
BILL ARCHER,

Chairman.

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND
THE WORKFORCE,

Washington, DC, July 22, 1999.
Hon. BILL ARCHER,
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN ARCHER: Thank you for
your letter and for working with me regard-
ing H.R. 2488, the Financial Freedom Act. As
you have correctly noted, Title XII of H.R.
2488, as reported, contains numerous pension
provisions designed to improve retirement
security. As you also know, on July 14, 1999,
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force ordered favorably reported H.R. 1102,
the ‘‘Comprehensive Retirement Security
and Pension Reform Act.’’ The bill, as intro-
duced, was referred to the Committee on
Ways and Means, and in addition, to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce,
and the Committee on Government Reform.
Titles I-V of the bill, as reported by the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce, con-
tain many of the tax provisions included in
H.R. 2488, and Title VI contains amendments
to the Employee Retirement Income Secu-
rity Act (ERISA).

As you know, I intended to have Rules
Committee make in order the provisions in
H.R. 1102, regarding ERISA; however, in
order to expedite consideration of H.R. 2488
and with the understanding as outlined in
your letter, I did not make such a request. I
appreciate your work with me to include
those pension provisions within the jurisdic-
tion of the Committee on Education and the
Workforce in the final conference agreement
on H.R. 2488. I appreciate your support in my
request to the Speaker for the appointment
of conferees from my Committee with re-
spect to matters within the jurisdiction of
my Committee when a conference with the
Senate is convened on this legislation.

Thank you for agreeing to include this ex-
change of letters in the Congressional
Record during the House debate on H.R. 2488.
Again, I thank you for working with me in
developing this legislation and I look for-
ward to working with you on these issues in
the future.

Sincerely,
BILL GOODLING,

Chairman.

EXPLANATION OF ARCHER AMENDMENT TO H.R.
2488

Reductions in Across-the-Board tax Rate
Reductions Contingent on Annual Change in

Government’s Interest Expenses on the Total
U.S. Debt:

—The 1 percentage point tax reduction
scheduled to take effect in 2001 remains in
place permanently.

—Each year thereafter, the additional tax
reduction scheduled for a specific year is
contingent on a reduction in the govern-
ment’s total interest expenses for the pre-
ceding year. Total interest expenses include
interest payments on all debt subject to the
statutory limit. This means both debt held
by the public and trust fund debt.

—Specifically, in order for a tax reduction
to take effect on January 1 of a specific year,
the government’s interest expenses must not
increase in the preceding year. The annual
change in the interest expense is measured
on July 31 of the preceding year.

—If the interest expense increases, then
the next scheduled phase of tax reduction
which would otherwise go into effect does
not take effect until the interest expense re-
quirement is met in a succeeding year. Pre-
ceding rate reductions remain in place.

—The provision terminates when the rate
reduction reaches 10%.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. FROST).

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, Republican
leaders spent yesterday twisting the
arms of their moderate and fiscally re-
sponsible Members to get them to vote
for a tax bill that they have derided all
week for its fiscal irresponsibility.

The papers today report that the
House leadership may well have forced
them to risk Social Security, Medi-
care, and our economy on fiscally irre-
sponsible, budget-busting tax breaks
for the wealthiest that will cost us
more than $3 trillion over the next 20
years.

To do so, Republican leaders seemed
to have taken the principle of budg-
etary smoke and mirrors to a height
unseen since David Stockman invented
the ‘‘magic asterisk’’ nearly 20 years
ago. And in so doing, Republican lead-
ers are not just risking Social Secu-
rity, Medicare, and our economy, they
are mounting an assault on the com-
mon sense of the American people.

Mr. Speaker, in the dead of night yes-
terday and this morning, Republicans
may have succeeded in fooling them-
selves, but the American people are
smarter than that.

Americans know perfectly well that
if this risky Republican package of
more than $3 trillion in tax breaks for
the wealthiest becomes law, Repub-
licans will be making it fiscally impos-
sible to save Social Security and Medi-
care. Republicans will be making it fis-
cally impossible to pay down the debt
and keep interest rates low and our
economy growing and creating jobs.
Republicans will be making it fiscally
impossible to help America’s senior
citizens afford the high cost of pre-
scription drugs.

As one of our moderate Republican
colleagues said of this tax bill a few
days ago, ‘‘The numbers just don’t add
up, and the projections don’t have
credibility.’’

Well, we all know and the American
people know that they are no more
credible today.
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Why would Republican leaders force

through a package that takes such
risks with our future? What does it say
about the priorities of the Republican
party?

Quite clearly, Mr. Speaker, it says
the Republican leaders are willing to
risk Social Security, Medicare, and our
Nation’s economy in order to provide
red meat for their right wing extrem-
ists.

Vote down this bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

THORNBERRY). The gentleman from
Texas (Mr. ARCHER) has 111⁄2 minutes
remaining. The gentleman from New
York (Mr. RANGEL) has 12 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HORN).

(Mr. HORN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, I want to
praise the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
ARCHER) for what he has done in this
bill.

Americans deserve to keep more of
their hard-earned money for which
they work. I recall the woman who
heard the President claim ‘‘more jobs’’
and she said, ‘‘I can believe that, I have
three of them.’’

Well, we are trying to straighten
that out. We have dealth with the mar-
riage tax, and 42 million Americans—
are affected by that—including 6 mil-
lion senior citizens.

I am concerned not only about the
families and the marriage penalty tax.
I am concerned about our grand-
children and, in my case, little Yoni. I
want him to grow up where there is not
very much national debt, and that is
exactly what the gentleman from
Texas (Chairman ARCHER) has pro-
vided.

There is a $3.6 trillion national debt
held by the public. Under this bill, the
Financial Freedom Act of 1999, we are
getting that down to $1.6 trillion. If my
colleagues do not think that is
progress, then they have a strange idea
of progress. We are doing something for
every single American that is affected
and needs a job and works hard and
does not find much to pay the bills.

Vote for this legislation.
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2

minutes to the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT).

(Mr. SPRATT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Speaker, the ink is barely dry on
the projections of the surplus, and al-
ready we have a bill on the floor com-
mitting it all to tax cuts.

I think a big share of the surplus
should go to tax cuts. But if this bill
becomes law, it will shut out every-
thing else. It will leave nothing to
make Social Security and Medicare
solvent, use none of the surplus to pay

down our mountainous debt, reserve
nothing for plus-ups in education or
boost in medical research. Even de-
fense gets shorted.

Most of those backing this tax bill
say that they are for an increase in de-
fense spending, but they should read
the resolution. The budget resolution
underlying this bill makes room for
our tax cuts of $778 billion. It freezes
defense from 2004 through 2009.

So before we rush to judgment, bet
the farm on these projections, we
ought to ask just how solid are these
surpluses.

In less than a year, OMB and CBO
have upped their 15-year estimates of
the surplus by $2 trillion. Just yester-
day, CBO issued a report warning, and
these are their words, ‘‘decision-mak-
ers to view these projections with con-
siderable caution.’’

What they have done is what they
have always done. They have assumed
that current law will be carried out,
that we will stick to the caps for the
next 3 years, tight caps that were set
several years ago in the PBA of 1997,
even though my colleagues know and I
know that we really circumvented
them last year and we are not going to
stay under them this year.

If we make the simple assumption
that we will simply track inflation
with discretionary spending for the
next 5 years, we take $590 billion out of
this $996 billion surplus.

If we then assume that emergency
spending has to be factored into the es-
timates, and CBO and OMB do not do
that because it is unpredictable, we
knock another $90 billion off the sur-
plus. And if we then adjust that for
debt service, debt service they will
have to pay because their debt deal is
not paid down, the surplus is some-
where between $150 billion and $300 bil-
lion, not $996 billion.

We have another choice, a substitute
that would cut taxes by $250 billion. It
is the right choice, a fiscally respon-
sible choice. I urge its adoption in lieu
of this bill.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. EHLERS).

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman for yielding me the time.

In the latter half of this century, the
profligate spending habits of the Con-
gress and the Federal Government
drove the total Federal debt from less
than $250 billion to an astounding $5.5
trillion.

But now, because recent Congresses
have been able to impose some fiscal
discipline on the Federal budget during
this period of strong economic growth,
we enjoy the good fortune of operating
under a surplus.

Simply stated, having a surplus
means that we are extracting from the
taxpayers more money than is required
to fund the operation of the Federal
Government. That means we must re-
fund part of this surplus back to the
taxpayers through a tax cut.

But prudence also dictates that we
use part of this surplus to pay down the

debt that was irresponsibly run up by
previous Congresses.

I am grateful that the chairman has
agreed to insert my debt reduction
amendment into this bill. With my
amendment in place, we will accom-
plish both of our goals, tax refunds and
debt reduction.

The language of my amendment sets
this Congress on a course to reduce the
amount of publicly held debt from $3.6
trillion in fiscal year 1999 to $1.6 tril-
lion in fiscal year 2009, a reduction of
over 55 percent in 10 years.

As a result, the annual interest costs
of this publicly held debt will drop
from $230 billion this year to about $100
billion in 2009. That is a huge savings.

Putting it in simpler terms, reducing
the debt and interest this much will
put $700 dollars more per year back in
the pockets of each American tax-
payer.

While it took over half a century to
run up this debt, we are committed to
cutting it by more than half in the
next decade.

Surely, my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle, some of them whom
were here when their party presided
over the accumulation of this debt,
cannot protest with too much credi-
bility that this rate of payoff is insuffi-
cient.

I urge the Congress to vote for debt
reduction and smaller interest pay-
ments. Vote for this bill.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California (Mr. BECERRA)
a member of the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Speaker, first things first. First
things first. Social Security, Medicare,
the first chance in a long time to con-
sider prescription drug coverage in
Medicare, reducing the debt so our
children in the future will not be pay-
ing $250 billion yearly just on interest
on the size of the debt. Talk to any
family in America. They will will ex-
plain that. They know it. They have a
mortgage. They know how much they
pay in interest every year to own that
home.

Why are we telling our children we
are going to let them continue to pay
for more than $250 billion per year not
to retire the debt, the principal, but
just to pay the interest on what we owe
as a Federal Government?

First things first. And then we can
focus on providing middle-class Amer-
ica, working-class Americans, with a
tax cut. And they deserve it, and they
will get it. But first things first.

What we are talking about today is
nothing but numbers, guesses. I could
flip a coin right now and ask my col-
leagues if it is heads or tails and they
would have just as much luck knowing
what it would be as what we would
know about the future about the Fed-
eral budget. It is all projections.

Six years ago, when I came into Con-
gress, the outgoing President George
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Bush and his administration left us
with projections saying that we would
have $300 billion deficits for as far as
the eye could see into the future.

Now we are projecting a trillion-dol-
lar surplus over the next 10 years. Let
me bring it down even closer. A year
ago, we were told we would have an $80
billion deficit. Five months ago we
were told it would be a $7 billion def-
icit. Today we are being told it is going
to be a $14 billion surplus.

How can numbers change so rapidly?
It is because they are all projections. It
is flipping a coin. In fact, it is more
like going to Vegas. I could go to a
crap table and probably do better with
the odds there than with knowing what
will happen in 10 years with the Fed-
eral Government.

We are playing with people’s money,
and we should be prepared to give it
back. But people will also want to be
able to retire knowing that Social Se-
curity will be there for them, not just
us but our kids. People want to know
that for the first time we have a
chance to tell the elderly it will not be
a choice between food and medicine be-
cause we can get them predescription
drug coverage that will do so. And we
want to be able to tell our kids, I have
three small children, I am going to be
able to retire some of this Federal debt
so they do not have to pay that inter-
est and they can use it to go to college.

Let us be serious. Do not pass this
bill. We can do a tax cut but not like
this.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. FOLEY) another member of
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of this bill.

I heard a lot of people taking credit
today for the miracles of a balanced
budget. We will go ahead and give them
credit for raising taxes in 1993. They
said that is what led to a balanced
budget. We will take credit for cutting
spending, which we believe led to a bal-
anced budget.

But, my colleagues, we are here to
talk about the future of the United
States of America. For 40 years, this
place was run on a bankrupt notion of
spend and spend and spend. If I have to
hear one more time on the House floor
about the Ronald Reagan bill, I have
just got to tell my colleagues, the Con-
gress was controlled by the Democratic
party in those years. No bill sponsored
by the President can pass without a
majority party lifting the bill to the
floor.

So, if memory serves me right, that
bill was passed by a democratically
controlled Congress. So let us, at least,
talk about fairness, about the rules of
engagement, and about what this
means to the average family.

I urge my colleagues to go home over
the weekend and talk about the mar-
riage penalty elimination in this bill. I
urge them to talk about the estate tax
relief for family farmers in many dis-
tricts around America. I urge them to

talk about the tax credit for health
care and deductibility, prescription
coverage that was offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMAS). I
urge them to look at some of the no-
tions of this bill and deny that they
have practical application for every
working family in America.

Now, there are disagreements on
debt. There are disagreements on the
long-term application. There are dis-
agreements on income. But, my col-
leagues, Congress meets every day,
every year. We can solve those in the
future, but let us not kill a good bill on
the American public’s table today.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Mis-
souri (Ms. MCCARTHY).

(Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
New York for yielding me the time and
for his leadership.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
H.R. 2488, the Financial Freedom Act
of 1999.

In my 12 years of working on tax pol-
icy as chairman of the House Ways and
Means Committee in Missouri, I
thought I had seen just about every
kind of shenanigan tried. This fiscally
irresponsible measure tops them all.
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How do you keep a straight face and
look the American people in the eye
when you say you are going to use an
anticipated $1 trillion surplus to re-
form Social Security and Medicare,
then, without blinking, tell the tax-
payers of this great Nation that you
are going to give them nearly a trillion
dollars in tax cuts, plus reduce the def-
icit, and you will accomplish all of
these wondrous feats without cutting
programs or jeopardizing our economy.
I do not think the public will be fooled
by a measure which defies logic.

I urge my colleagues to vote for the
Democratic substitute, to support the
motion to recommit, and to cast a vote
to reduce the debt, save Social Secu-
rity and Medicare and our economy.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume,
simply to respond.

Many, many times the speakers on
the Democrat side of the aisle have
used the term ‘‘a $1 trillion tax cut.’’
They know that is not true. They think
if they say it long enough and hard
enough, people will believe it. They
know it is not true. The tax cut is $792
billion. It is not $1 trillion, but let
them keep saying it, because it exposes
the misinformation that is being pre-
sented to this Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
MCINNIS) another respected member of
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, why do
you not call this game what you really
mean it, finders keepers? That is what
you think it is all about. Look at the

credibility of the Democrats back here
in Washington, D.C., not the working
man and the working women that hap-
pen to be Democrats out in the coun-
try. You got your own special enclave
right here in Washington, D.C. That is,
you think you found that money.

Well, Democrats, let me tell you
something: You did not find it. It is
those working men and those working
women, outside the Beltway, who have
provided this surplus. By gosh, they
are entitled to have some of it back.

Now, you would like the American
people to believe you are credible when
it comes to Federal waste and Federal
spending. How many of you Democrats
voted for a balanced budget? How many
of you Democrats ever stood up here
and cut some spending out of the
wasteful programs? Yeah, not many
raised their hand. Two out of the whole
group raised their hands over there.
That is the true story. They think it is
finders keepers.

We have a budget here that will save
Social Security, save Medicare, reduce
the Federal debt, increase military
spending and increase education and
guess what? That is five. One dollar out
of six, one dollar out of six goes back
to that working man and that working
woman.

It is time you Democrats in Wash-
ington, D.C. cared about the Democrats
outside the Beltway and gave up your
enclave of finders keepers.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. TURNER).

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, the Re-
publicans have really shown their hand
in their late-night amendment to their
blockbuster tax bill. They put a provi-
sion in that says that part of the tax
cut will not take effect unless the debt
goes down. The truth of the matter is
the Republicans are not interested in
reducing the national debt. Their
amendment simply says if the national
debt starts going up, we will not have
that big blockbuster tax bill. We have
a $5.6 trillion national debt. It is time
to start paying it down.

The Democratic substitute, the Blue
Dog motion to recommit, will allow for
paying down that national debt. The
Republicans want to continue along
the path of big budget deficits. We need
to pay off that national debt. The
party of fiscal responsibility in this de-
bate is the Democratic Party. We want
to pay off that national debt, and it is
time that we realized that only by
being fiscally conservative will we ever
have a chance to do it.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. VITTER).

Mr. VITTER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of this historic tax cut bill. These
words are my first on the floor since
being sworn in on June 8, and that is
appropriate because this legislation in
so many ways is what I came to Con-
gress to do.
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I do not just mean cutting taxes. I

mean celebrating marriage and family
by attacking the marriage penalty;
honoring small family business by
phasing out the death tax which is the
death of so many small family busi-
nesses; encouraging economic growth
through cuts in the capital gains tax. I
mean being fiscally responsible by
locking up Social Security tax reve-
nues 100 percent and by demanding a
reduction in the national debt before
we trigger some of the tax cuts. But
most of all, I mean increasing freedom
by sending money and power back to
the individual and the family.

The President wants targeted tax
cuts. That means even in the case of a
tax cut, Washington decides how and
where and when and why money is
spent. What is most significant about
this bill is that individuals and family
decide and freedom is increased.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

There have been some concerns with
people getting emotional because our
side said that it is nearly a $1 trillion
tax cut. I do not want my colleagues to
get upset. It is not a $1 trillion tax cut.
It is a Christmas tree. It is decorated
with every cut that you can think of
for Republican supporters. Ninety per-
cent of the tax cut goes to the wealthi-
est Americans.

But it is not as irresponsible as some
people are saying. Why? Because you
know the bill is not going anywhere.
What you want is a veto from Presi-
dent Clinton. He becomes the scrooge,
he becomes the person that has
snatched away this beautiful Christ-
mas present that you have outlined.

The only thing the President and the
Democrats want are to protect Social
Security, to protect Medicare, to make
certain that prescription drugs are pro-
tected and to bring down the Federal
debt. And when you do those things,
which we try to do in the substitute,
which we try to do in the motion to re-
commit, that is the biggest tax cut of
all. Bringing down interest on car pur-
chases, on electric appliances, on the
mortgage. That is what America
wants.

But when you tell me and get excited
about it, that if you do not give the
nearly $1 trillion to the taxpayers,
then the politicians in Washington, I
assume you mean the Congress, are
going to spend it. Well, who is in
charge of the spending committees?
Who is in charge of the Congress? I
know you have a question answering
that yourself, but most people believe
it is the Republican Party. So if you
are saying, ‘‘For God’s sake, let’s get
rid of the Clinton surplus before the
Republican Congress just spends it,’’
then say it, but I know you are not
saying that. The reason you are not
saying it is because your bill is, what
we call in Harlem, a trip to nowhere.
And what you intend to do is to have
little pamphlets with all of the tax
cuts on it to pass out at the polls and
say what a mean person the President
was because he vetoed it.

If you want a tax cut, the only way
to have one is to realize that there are
Democrats in this House. I know it is
rough keeping up with how many of us
because we keep a-coming. But still
what you should do is to recognize that
and get together with the Democrats
on the committee and get together
with the President of the United
States. Do not do what the President
told you to do, but for God’s sake do
not try to do what the right wing of
your party wants you to do. Learn how
to do something which is very difficult
for some of the Members on the other
side even to say: Learn how to com-
promise. Learn how to be bipartisan.
Learn how to work together. That is
what the American people want. They
do not want a fight. They do not want
a food fight. And they do not want you
to get this bill decorated and send it
over to the White House so that we
have got to have another fight when
there is a veto.

Let us start now to see what we can
do to work together. And, yes, it is
nearly $1 trillion. And if you are going
to challenge that, I challenge you,
bring a bill to the floor. God knows
what else you have in the Committee
on Rules. Bring something out so peo-
ple can see really what you are doing.
It changes from day to day. The last
rumor was it was close to $1 trillion. I
know you lost $72 billion on the way to
the House floor, but we do not know
where you are today.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. FOSSELLA).

(Mr. FOSSELLA asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FOSSELLA. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time. I compliment the gentleman
from Texas, because I believe this will
be a lasting legacy of his, to argue for
more freedom and more liberty for the
American people.

You are going to hear a lot of debate
about how Washington wants to spend
your money. But the reality is we are
talking about a tax refund to the
American people who work hard every
single day.

The debate is simple. Do we want
more freedom and more liberty and
more economic growth? Do we want to
give a tax cut to every American who
pays taxes? Or do you want to keep the
money here in Washington to squander
more and more of your money?

The debate is simple. I urge a strong
‘‘yes’’ vote on this bill.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. RYAN).

(Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I am a newer Member of Congress here
and I have been just coming into Wash-
ington for about 7 months, but I have

heard it all now. We see here before us
so many different Members of Congress
coming up with so many different ex-
cuses, reasons and ways to keep the
American people further separated
from their own money. This is what it
is coming down to, two philosophies.

This is a beautiful celebration of de-
mocracy that we see here today. On
one side we have Americans overpaying
their taxes, so much so that we believe
you should get some of your money
back. Take a look at your paycheck
and look how much is coming out
every year. We think you should have
your money back. The other Members
of Congress on the other side of the
aisle want to keep all of your money in
Washington.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the balance of my time to the majority
leader of the Democratic Party, the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. GEP-
HARDT), who is trying desperately to
bring about a bipartisan solution to
this problem.

(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House, I urge Members
to vote for the Democratic substitute,
or for the Democratic motion to re-
commit which is very similar, and
against this tax bill that is on the
floor.

I make basically three arguments for
doing that.

First, I think the Republican bill is
risky. I think it is risky with regard to
the most important accomplishment
that we have had over these last 7 or 8
years, and that is the wonderful econ-
omy that we have painstakingly built
from where we were in the early part of
the 1990s.

Let me just read you some facts. Let
us remember where we were in 1992.
The deficit was $290 billion. We now
have the largest surplus in our life-
time. Since 1992, 17.7 million new jobs
were created under the economic pro-
gram of this administration that we
have been operating under. In 1992, the
unemployment of the country was 71⁄2
percent. Now it is 41⁄2 percent, with the
lowest inflation that we have had since
1981.

Now, we are risking if we pass this
huge tax cut, and we are for tax cuts,
we think the American people deserve
tax cuts out of this surplus. The ques-
tion is, how much? And what we are
saying is, this tax cut the Republicans
have brought to us today is way too
large and risky and irresponsible.

But do not take my word for it. Look
at what over 50 economists, six Nobel
laureates said yesterday, part of their
statement:

‘‘In contrast, a massive tax cut that
encourages consumption would not be
good economic policy.’’ They said,
‘‘Given the uncertainty of longtime
budget projections, committing to a
large tax cut would create significant
risk to our economy and our budget.’’
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Why would we want to do that? Why

in God’s name would we risk this tre-
mendous achievement and risk keeping
it going?

Secondly, this large of a tax cut
keeps us from saving two of our most
important programs and achievements,
Medicare and Social Security. The
Democratic tax cut is conditioned—is
conditioned—on a solvency statement
by the trustees of Social Security and
Medicare. The Republican tax cut is
not.
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The Republican tax cut does not
allow us to even take care of Medicare
and does not allow the money for sol-
vency in Social Security.

Why would we want to risk that?
Thirdly, what do the tax cuts do?
Our tax cut is targeted. We are wor-

ried about long-term care; we are wor-
ried about many of the problems in the
economy with research and develop-
ment. It is targeted to the things we
really need.

Their tax cut is all over the lot, and
most of it goes to the top 10 percent of
earners in the country. It is not fo-
cused on the middle class. And worst of
all, last night at midnight they made a
change in their tax cut; and they now
condition it, at least the part that goes
to the middle class, on what happens
with the deficit.

What about capital gains? What
about the estate tax? What about the
corporate alternative minimum tax?
That is not conditioned. Oh, we would
not want to hurt the people at the top.
The only conditioning, the only trig-
ger, is on the people in the middle and
the people at the bottom that might
get some benefit from the tax cut.

This is a disaster in terms of the mid-
dle class of this country. This is risky.
It does not take care of Medicare and
Social Security, and the only people
our colleagues have really ensured will
get a huge tax cut are the wealthiest of
the wealthy. This is not the right thing
for our country.

Mr. Speaker, I urge Members to vote
for the Democratic substitute, vote for
the motion to recommit, vote against
this risky, irresponsible, unfair tax
cut. Let us not repeat the mistakes of
the past.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, to close
on this segment of the debate I yield
the balance of our time to the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KASICH), the
chairman of the Committee on the
Budget.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank my great friend, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARCHER), for his out-
standing work, and I think that today
we should not miss our purpose. We
should not miss the purpose of the Re-
publican Party and the conservative
philosophy that calls for a limited gov-
ernment, that calls for a free market,
free enterprise system that can only
survive and prosper in a period of lim-
ited government, and I think we ought
to recognize that it is our mission in

this city to ship power, money and in-
fluence from this city back to the peo-
ple today, Mr. Speaker, who sit in the
gallery and who watch on television
and who are pulling the wagon all
across America.

As my colleagues know, this is part
of an overall plan. As all my colleagues
know, we are trying to bring about
more choice in education with scholar-
ship programs for the disadvantaged,
but our ultimate goal is to provide
power to States to provide for school
choice so that mothers and fathers are
in charge and that power rests in fami-
lies in America.

In Medicare we want to provide a
more personalized health care system
for our seniors that offers more choice
and more power and more free market
that breaks down a government bu-
reaucracy that runs health care from
the top down and is disrupting the abil-
ity of people to get quality care at an
affordable price.

We want to create individual retire-
ment accounts, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. ARCHER), myself, so many
of us, where we want people to have the
power to be able to plan for their re-
tirement, not to pass that power on to
a bureaucrat in a faraway city who
does not understand our needs as we
get older. We want to have the power
back; we want the confidence or we
have the confidence ourselves to know
to plan for the future.

And the tax cut. Do not miss the tax
cut and what the message is. Oh, yes, it
is about economics, about keeping this
recovery going. We know how vital it is
in addressing so many of our long-term
entitlement needs. It provides more
jobs. It gives us the incentives to grow,
to keep our economy strong, the
strongest in the world. But it is also
about personal power because what we
all know intuitively is the more money
we have in our pockets the more power
we have, the more we can do for our
families, the more we can do for our
communities, the more we can do to
help those around us; and if we have
more of this and government has less,
then we can begin to run America from
the bottom up.

As my colleagues know, if Americans
can have more choice in education and
security in health care where they
have more choice and more confidence,
individual retirement accounts, and
Social Security and more money in
their pocket, then people have more
power; and what we battle with Amer-
ica today is cynicism, a sense that we
are up against the big institutions,
that we are isolated from one another
and that no matter what we do or what
we say or who we vote for makes some
difference in the outcome, and we
worry about our children.

So it is the purpose of our party and
the conservative movement to restore
power to people and with that power
and freedom comes responsibility, and
with that responsibility we can hook
our hearts together again, we can unite
America, we can renew America, we

can restore the vigor that America rep-
resents. This tax cut is about indi-
vidual power.

If my colleagues want to run Amer-
ica from the top down, vote no. I re-
spect people who feel that way. I think
they are dead wrong. If my colleagues
want to run America from our families
and communities to the top and restore
the spirit and the beauty and the vigor
of this country, support this bill and
march with the Republicans to build a
stronger America in the next century.

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong opposition to H.R. 2488, the Financial
Freedom Act of 1999 and in support of the
Democratic alternative which will provide tar-
geted tax relief but will ensure at the same
time that we pay down our national debt and
address the solvency of Social Security and
Medicare first.

The Republican tax package ignores the fis-
cal discipline which as brought the federal
budget from record deficits into balance and
projected surpluses in the coming years. By
abandoning PAYGO rules and relying com-
pletely on projected surpluses as offsets, this
package threatens to undo all of the gains we
have made over the past six years. If in fact
these surplus projections are not accurate, we
will be faced with either massive cuts to keep
the budget balanced or deficits reminiscent of
the 1980’s.

Rather than passing this tax package, I be-
lieve we should be focusing first on the sol-
vency of Social Security and Medicare. During
this time of economic growth and positive
budget forecasts, Congress should take strong
steps to shore up these two vital programs.
We have a narrow window of opportunity to
prepare these programs for the demographic
changes coming with the retirement of the
baby boomers. If we squander this oppor-
tunity, future generations with look back on
this Congress as one more concerned with
short-term political pandering than long-term
responsibilities.

Furthermore, H.R. 2488 would consume vir-
tually all of the projected on-budget surpluses
and devote virtually none to debt retirement.
Currently, the publicly held debt is roughly
$3.7 trillion and our interest payments alone
on that debt consume 11% of the overall fed-
eral budget. This debt and corresponding debt
service crowd out private investment and put
pressure on all of our national budget prior-
ities. Since coming to Congress, I have
strongly advocated devoting the lion’s share of
these surpluses to debt retirement. As Former
Secretary of the Treasury Robert Rubin has
pointed out, debt reduction creates a cyclical
benefit of lower interest rates, greater eco-
nomic growth, higher budget surpluses, and
further debt reduction.

In my view, retiring a significant portion of
the federal debt is the most fiscally respon-
sible course of action and will lead to tangible
benefits for all Americans. Consider, for exam-
ple, what would happen if, as Federal Reserve
Chairman Alan Greenspan has testified is like-
ly, long-term interest rates were to drop an-
other two points as a result of debt reduction.
For citizens in my district of Hillsborough
County, Florida with a $115,000 home, month-
ly mortgage payments would be reduced by
$155. That is real savings and real money in
the pockets of Americans.

The Democratic alternative offered today will
dedicate the vast majority of the surplus to
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debt retirement and still leave room for tar-
geted tax cuts. This modest package of tax
cuts includes marriage penalty relief, long-term
care tax credits, accelerated deductibility of
health insurance for the self-employed, and
the restoration of an itemized deduction for
state and local retail sales taxes, important for
states such as Florida which have no state in-
come tax. This alternative represents a bal-
anced approach, making certain that we fix
Social Security and Medicare first, dedicating
most of the surplus to debt reduction thereby
ensuring continued fiscal discipline and eco-
nomic growth, and providing targeted tax relief
for millions of Americans.

Mr. Chairman, the decisions we make to-
night will affect the next decade of public pol-
icy discussions. The choices are clear and
stand in stark contrast to one another. We
can, as the Republican leadership would like
to do, enact massive tax cuts which explode
in cost just as the baby boomers retire, dis-
sipate all of the projected on-budget surplus,
and run the risk that if the projections are
wrong, as has been the case repeatedly in the
past, Congress will be forced to slash federal
spending or run budget deficits. Or, we can
adopt a prudent approach which emphasizes
our responsibility to future generations by ad-
dressing the solvency of Social Security and
Medicare, paying down the publicly held debt
and controlling the size of the tax cut until
these projected surpluses become a reality. I
urge all of my colleagues to vote against H.R.
2488 and adopt the Democratic alternative.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I strongly sup-
port tax relief for all Americans. I support and
believe we will enact broad-based tax relief
legislation this year. I have been actively in-
volved in negotiations on the current tax relief
legislation before the House, H.R. 2488, the
Financial Freedom Act. During these negotia-
tions, I have stressed three concerns. First, is
the size of the proposed tax cut. Is it too large
in relation to the total projected surplus? Sec-
ond, is the need to reduce the federal debt.
Does this legislation allow us to pay down the
federal debt? Third, is fairness. Does the bill
provide tax relief fairly to all taxpayers?

First, the size of the tax bill is a serious
issue. The bill would commit $792 billion of
the projected $996 ten-year surplus to tax re-
duction. I am concerned that it is unwise to
commit 80% of the projected ten-year budget
surplus to one purpose. It leaves very little
margin for error. The surplus will be $996 bil-
lion if the economy remains strong and if there
are no other changes in tax or spending pol-
icy. If there are changes, interest payments on
the debt will be larger and the surplus will be
smaller. If we commit $972 billion to tax reduc-
tions, virtually all of the rest of the $996 sur-
plus will be needed to pay higher interest
costs on the debt. That leaves no room for un-
planned, but very likely expenses like natural
disasters and other emergencies. Over the
past ten years, emergencies have averaged at
least $8 billion per year. That pattern indicates
likely future emergencies will reduce the pro-
jected surplus by at least $80 billion. This
year, we have already spent $15 billion in
emergency funds for Kosovo and domestic
emergencies require additional emergency aid
later this year. We need to factor these likely
needs into our calculations. While Medicare is
currently fundamentally sound, there are grow-
ing problems in the area of home health care,
HMO’s and rural and teaching hospitals. Cor-

recting those problems may require additional
funds. Finally, important programs like edu-
cation, veterans and the environment must be
adequately funded. We cannot assume that
these programs will be unrealistically reduced
when estimating the surplus.

The cost of the current House tax bill also
grows rapidly in the second ten years. Some
estimates are that it could be almost $3 trillion
after 2009. That will occur just as the baby
boom generation begins to retire and the So-
cial Security surplus begins to decline. It is
clearly unwise to risk the on-budget surplus at
the same time Social Security and Medicare
will be experiencing increased pressure to
meet the needs of millions of new retirees.

My second concern is the need for debt re-
duction. The federal debt is $5.6 trillion and
requires 15 percent of the annual federal
budget to service. If we do not take the oppor-
tunity to pay down this debt during strong eco-
nomic times, then when will we? Tax relief is
important, but it should be balanced with the
need to begin to pay down at least some of
the $5.6 trillion federal debt. Committing 80
percent of the projected surplus to tax reduc-
tions, simply does not allow enough of the sur-
plus for debt reduction. I was pleased to be in-
volved in the negotiations that produced the
amendment to condition the phase in of the 10
percent across the board tax reduction on re-
ducing interest payments on the debt. If we
are not reducing the debt, up to $375 billion of
the tax reduction would be postponed. This is
a positive addition to the bill, but it does not
affect billions in tax relief to businesses which
would go forward regardless of whether we
are meeting our debt payment goals. I believe
that more of the projected surplus should be
reserved to pay down the debt. My constitu-
ents tell me that should be our top priority be-
cause they know everyone benefits from lower
interest rates on their own debt, including
credit card and mortgage rates. In fact, a one
percent drop in interest rates saves Americans
$200–$250 billion in mortgage costs. That is
real middle class financial relief.

My final concern is whether this is the most
fair tax bill we could produce. The bill does
contain broad-based tax relief and that is to be
applauded, but I believe the bill drafted in the
Senate is superior because it provides more
tax relief for lower and middle income families,
encourages saving and provides more relief
from the marriage penalty. I believe the reduc-
tion in the 15 percent bracket benefits tax-
payers of all incomes, particularly those of
more moderate incomes, more fairly than the
10 percent across the board cut in the House
bill.

We can and should provide tax relief to all
taxpayers, but in trying to balance tax relief
with debt reduction, potential emergencies,
other government programs, and the need to
protect against a sudden drop in the economy,
it is not necessary to include all the provisions
in the House bill at this time. For example,
Congress with my support, recently enacted
significant capital gains and estate tax relief in
1997. I think those provisions in the current bill
could be scaled back as we try to provide
more of the surplus for debt reduction and
other needs.

I proposed a broad-based tax relief alter-
native that would provide $514 billion in tax re-
lief over ten years and reserve $482 billion of
the projected surplus for debt reduction or
other needs. My alternative included broad-

based relief more targeted to middle and low
income earners by reducing the 15 percent tax
bracket to 14 percent. In addition, my plan re-
duced the marriage penalty, provided tax cred-
its for child and dependent care. It provided
more responsible estate tax relief, health care,
pension, and small business tax relief. While
the House was not permitted to vote on my al-
ternative, I think this plan is more reflective of
what can actually be enacted into law this
year.

I believe the tax alternatives proposed by
House Democrats and the Administration are
not adequate. We can provide more than $250
billion in tax relief to working Americans with-
out jeopardizing other priorities. Clearly the
President and Congressional Democrats will
have to improve their proposals to achieve a
true compromise.

While I could not support the legislation be-
fore the House today, I look forward to work-
ing with all Members of Congress and the Ad-
ministration to ultimately produce legislation to
give every American significant tax relief.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to op-
pose the Trillion Dollar Tax Break and Deficit
Act and to strongly support the Rangel sub-
stitute.

A massive tax cut—nearly $900 billion—is
totally irresponsible. It stands in the way of
strengthening Medicare and Social Security,
and threatens the progress we have made in
eliminating the deficit and reducing the na-
tional debt. The Democratic substitute will
leave plenty of room to shore-up social secu-
rity and Medicare without bursting the budget.
Additionally, tax cuts will be targeted more to-
wards middle class families—the people who
work hard to support themselves and their
children—not the upper one percent of this
country.

How does this bill help our crumbling
schools? How does this help replace the 10
schools in Community School District 24 which
are heated by coal burning boilers? It is worth
mentioning that Community School District 24
is the most overcrowded school district in the
City of New York, operating at 119% capacity.
This is projected to increase to 168% over the
next ten years. How are education savings ac-
counts going to help these public schools? As
for arbitrage, it will only provide relief for those
construction projects schools have already
begun. It does nothing to address the needs
to build new schools and modernize existing
schools.

The schools in my district need substantive
school construction assistance NOW. The
Rangel plan will provide $25 billion in interest
free school construction bonds to state and
local government for public school construc-
tion and modernization projects. This will help
alleviate the high tax burdens faced by middle
class communities trying to finance construc-
tion on their schools. Additionally, it will pro-
vide a tax incentive to those who invest in the
bonds, by giving them tax credits on the inter-
est. And, most importantly, these bonds will be
available to our school immediately!

In closing, I ask you to envision one class-
room in my district: One classroom, with fifty
kindergarten students and two teachers and
no plans to change in the future. I urge you to
oppose the bill and vote for the Rangel sub-
stitute.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposi-
tion to H.R. 2488, the Financial Freedom Act
which has been brought to us for consider-
ation by the Republican leadership. After the
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hard choices made in the 1993 tax bill to re-
store our nation’s economic health after the
debacle of ‘‘Reagonomics’’, we are in better
shape than in the last 15 years. Now Repub-
licans want to pass a $3 trillion tax cut pre-
mised on budget cuts that will never mate-
rialize.

This whole exercise is a hoax. The Repub-
licans have created the illusion of paying back
their wealthy supporters and corporate special
interests in a bill that will never become law.

Contrary to its title, this bill with its reckless
spending of close to a trillion in the next dec-
ade and more than $2.8 trillion by the fol-
lowing decade, will rob our nation and future
generations of any chance of financial free-
dom. By spending more than we have in real
surpluses, we will restrict our ability to bolster
our Social Security trust funds to accommo-
date changes in demographics and also to
protect and improve Medicare.

There is no financial freedom for the major-
ity of seniors without Social Security. There is
no financial freedom for seniors and their chil-
dren saddled by prescription drug and long-
term care expenses. Yet passing massive, un-
funded tax cuts threatens the ability to bolster
both Medicare and Social Security.

There is no financial freedom for most fami-
lies under this bill that allocates close to half
of the total tax benefits to the richest one per-
cent whose incomes exceed $301,000. The
richest one percent would get an average tax
cut of $54,000 a year. The bottom 60% of tax-
payers—those with incomes less than
$38,200—would get an average cut of $174 a
year. The bill buys the rich quite a bit more fi-
nancial freedom than the rest of us.

This bill targets the benefits to the rich in
the way they structure the 10% tax cut, and by
the size of the capital gains cut and the virtual
elimination of the estate taxes. Only the
wealthiest 2% of estates even pay estate tax
now because current law exemptions; there is
no such thing as a ‘‘death tax’’ for most Amer-
ican taxpayers. This bill lets everybody out the
door—Warren Buffet, Bill Gates, Malcolm
Forbes—not just the small businessman and
farmers in search of a relief to pass on a small
business to their children.

The average benefit of the capital gains cut
for the top 1% of taxpayers is $8,319 while
80% of the taxpayers—those with incomes
under $62,800—would get a cut of $17 or less
from the capital gains reduction. Seventeen
dollars a year doesn’t buy much financial free-
dom for working family by any objective meas-
ure.

There are also over $100 billion in corporate
tax breaks including some for arms mer-
chants, oil, gas and timber investors, and folks
who can enjoy three martini lunches.

Even the guise of providing relief for long-
term care expense is just a tool to expand the
market for insurance industry. The tax credit in
the Republican package can only be used to
buy insurance, not to pay long-term care ex-
penses themselves.

This bill just reinforces skepticism by voters
that they won’t get any tax relief because it
will go to rich individuals and corporate free-
loaders.

I urge a no vote on H.R. 2488:
The tax breaks are tilted toward the rich.
This tax cut is too big for this country to

bear before the surplus even materializes.
A yes vote tonight is a reckless vote that

gambles away funds needed to preserve
Medicare and Social Security.

A yes vote guarantees an increase in public
debt.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise now not
only to oppose this fiscally irresponsible Re-
publican tax plan, but to inject a little historical
perspective into this debate.

One of the first votes I cast as a member of
this House was on President Reagan’s ‘‘Eco-
nomic Recovery Tax Act of 1981.’’ The heart
of President Reagan’s supply-side tax plan
was a $749 billion tax cut over five years.
Among other things, President Reagan’s plan
slashed individual income taxes across-the-
board and allowed faster write-offs for capital
investments.

Those of us who were around here back in
1981 remember how President Reagan strode
into office with this bold pledge: He said that
a massive tax cut would fuel economic growth,
thereby generating greater Federal revenues
and resulting in a balanced Federal budget by
1984.

Well, that’s not exactly what happened, is
it?

The Laffer curve—named after supply-side
economist Arthur Laffer, who had President
Reagan’s ear on tax policy—purported to
show how tax cuts could lead to a balanced
budget. But that turned out to be a cruel hoax
on the American people.

In 1980, President Carter’s last year in of-
fice, the Federal budget deficit was $73.8 bil-
lion. Large, yes. But not insurmountable. Only
five years later—after the massive tax cut of
1981—the Federal budget deficit had ex-
ploded to $212.3 billion.

By 1990, the Federal deficit had ballooned
to $220 billion. And in 1992, President Bush’s
last year in office, the deficit had skyrocketed
to $290 billion.

Consider another important measure of na-
tional economic health—the national debt. In
1980, the public debt of the United States was
$909 billion. In the following 12 years of Re-
publican administrations, the debt exploded to
over 4 trillion dollars! And this happened even
though Congress appropriated less money in
these 12 years than Presidents Reagan and
Bush voodoo economics, Mr. Speaker, voodoo
economics. That’s what former President
Bush—not STENY HOYER—called President
Reagan’s supply-side tax cut plan on the cam-
paign trail in 1980. And President Bush was
not alone when he offered that piercing two-
word analysis.

Former Senator Howard Baker called the
supply-side tax cut scheme a ‘‘riverboat gam-
ble.’’ and President Reagan’s own budget di-
rector, David Stockman, later confessed that
he knew the administration could not cut
taxes, provide a ‘‘safety net’’ for domestic pro-
grams and balance the budget because ‘‘it de-
fied arithmetic, wasn’t true.’’

Only our fiscal discipline, our fiscal responsi-
bility since 1993 has allowed us to erase
these record budget deficits. And last year, we
realized our first surplus—$70 billion—in 30
years.

The record deficits of the 1980s caused our
economy to plunge into crisis. And we re-
sponded. We passed a budget agreement in
1993—which I might add did not get one Re-
publican vote—that cut the deficit by $496 bil-
lion over five years.

The 1993 budget agreement was designed
to bring down an unemployment rate then run-
ning at 7.5 percent; bring down the 30-year in-
terest rate then hovering at 8.2 percent; and

bring down that $290 billion deficit. And it
worked.

In 1997, in more bipartisan fashion, we
passed a balanced budget agreement that
called for continued fiscal prudence in both
discretionary and mandatory programs.

And what do we have to show for our hard
work—our fiscal discipline—over these last six
years?

Well, we now project a budget surplus of
$100 billion in 1999.

The national debt is $1.7 trillion lower than
was projected in 1993.

Interest rates are around 6 percent.
The unemployment rate remains near 4.3

percent.
We have the fastest real-wage growth in 25

years.
Inflation—2.5 percent—is at its lowest rate

in 32 years.
Business investment has grown at 12.8 per-

cent per year, the fastest growth since the
Kennedy administration.

And we have the highest rate of private
home ownership—66 percent—in history.

What an incredible achievement. What an
incredible record.

And, now, we’re going to throw it all away?
With this irresponsible tax plan that threatens
to explode the deficit, explode the national
debt, drive up interest rates, and drive our
healthy economy right off an economic cliff?

That’s not just ‘‘egregious recklessness,’’ as
the Washington Post called it yesterday.
That’s voodoo economics. That’s a riverboat
gamble that we should not ask the American
people to take.

This Republican tax bill is so irresponsible
that it even has many Republicans running for
cover. It’s no secret why.

First, this tax plan threatens long-term
growth, by producing record deficits again,
and driving up interest rates. This, in turn,
would lead to lower economic growth.

While this tax plan purports to cut taxes by
almost $800 billion, economists predict that it
actually could cost us $3 trillion.

Second, this tax plan threatens our ability to
reduce the national debt—which is critical to
our continued economic vibrancy. Simply put,
reducing the debt leads to lower interest rates
and greater investment and economic growth.

And let’s not lose sight of this fact—paying
down the debt is tantamount to a tax cut be-
cause each percentage point decline in inter-
est rates means $200 to $250 billion less in
mortgage costs paid by Americans over the
next 10 years.

Third, this irresponsible plan—which would
eat the entire projected Federal budget sur-
plus and then some—would eliminate our abil-
ity to strengthen Medicare and Social Security.

Currently, Medicare is projected to be insol-
vent by 2015. I submit that if we fail to take
this rare opportunity to ensure the long-term
solvency of Medicare and Social Security, we
deserve the harsh judgment of history.

Finally, it should come as no surprise that in
this Republican tax plan, the wealthiest 1 per-
cent of taxpayers would receive one-third of
the benefits.

Now, you tell me, how does that look to a
young couple making, say, $40,000 a year?
You might as well just tell them: ‘‘Sorry, you
are not one of the chosen few. Wealthy Ameri-
cans are getting a tax cut. But you, you’re just
getting higher interest rates making it more ex-
pensive to buy a car, buy a house, or send
your kids to college.’’
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Fairness, of course, is not the watchword

when it comes to this tax plan. While the
wealthy get a break, this plan would force cuts
of $583 billion in domestic spending programs
on crime and education over the next 10
years. In addition, it would slash defense
spending by $198 billion over the same pe-
riod.

This from the party that claims President
Clinton has ‘‘hollowed out’’ the military. That’s
not just disingenuous, it’s not acceptable.

Mr. Speaker, we have created the best eco-
nomic times in a lifetime in the last six years.

There are two paths we can take. One path
calls on us to continue with the fiscal discipline
that we imposed on the budgetary process in
1993 and that has produced the economic
boom we are enjoying today.

The other is a risky and speculative path—
voodoo economics, if you will—that we know
all too well. It is littered with gigantic deficits,
and an exploding debt that threatens to disrupt
our strong economy.

I urge my colleagues to choose the right
path and vote for fiscal discipline and a strong
economy, and against this irresponsible tax
plan. Our economic security—indeed the se-
curity of future generations of Americans—de-
pends on our choice.

Let it not be said that we took the politically
seductive course and shrank from our duty
and responsibility to our country, future gen-
erations, and to our economy.

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, here we go
again.

Social Security is the primary retirement
system for the majority of retired Americans. It
provides benefits to 33 million Americans of all
ages and keeps 12 million recipients out of
poverty.

The G.O.P. Social Security approach is real-
ly an unreliable response that supports the
Wealthy Special Interests. Why does the
G.O.P. want to undercut a sound economy
with a tax scheme designed to benefit the
few?

We must protect Social Security. This
means less debt, lower interest costs, rising
living standards, more money made available
for seniors’ priorities, and more security for
Social Security.

Republican tax cuts mean higher deficits,
higher interest rates, and lower economic
growth.

The Republican tax scheme would make it
impossible to continue to pay down and even-
tually eliminate the national debt by 2015, as
proposed by the President.

My colleagues across the aisle would have
us believe that they have efforts to shore up
social security and pay down on the national
debt. This is not so!

Republicans want to engage tax cuts that
bust the budget and threaten our long term
economic growth. Their tax cut does not cut it!

I urge my Republican colleagues to devote
half of the budget surplus to debt reduction
and to support a common sense budget plan
that reflects the values most Americans con-
sider important.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I strongly support
the tax relief bill we have before us today. It
is another down payment on our promise to
bring tax relief to the American people. After
we make sure we have repaid Social Security
and Medicare, we must give the surplus back
to those who are giving it to us. It’s wrong, just
plain wrong, to make the average family pay

$5,307 more than the government needs over
the next ten years.

In my view, denying tax cuts for our people
who work hard to earn a living for themselves
and their families is unthinkable when govern-
ment has a surplus. One letter I received from
a group of organizations opposed to tax cuts
said that they want past spending cuts re-
stored and even increased for inflation. Fur-
ther, they want to insure that future surpluses
are used to fund more federal spending pro-
grams. I couldn’t disagree more. The surplus
belongs to the people who pay the taxes, and
we should give it back to them.

The tax relief provided in this bill is consid-
erable.

It has an across-the-board tax cut of 10 per-
cent that will help all taxpayers.

It reduces, even if it doesn’t totally eliminate,
the marriage penalty.

It helps parents save to educate their chil-
dren.

It offers incentives to save for retirement
and increases pension portability.

It finally ends the death tax.
It offers tax relief for medical expenses.
Mr. Speaker, I have worked for years with

my colleagues to end the death tax. I am es-
pecially pleased to see this phase out included
in this bill. Southern Arizona has many family
ranches and small businesses that are forced
into liquidation by estate taxes. That’s not fair.
Increasing the exemption from these taxes is
right.

The Marriage Penalty is an onerous tax on
families. More than 21 million Americans pay
more in taxes simply because they are mar-
ried. We should encourage marriage—not tax
it. While this bill doesn’t take care of the
bracket problem, it does eliminate the penalty
in the standard deduction. The standard de-
duction for a married couple becomes exactly
double the deductible for an individual. This
means savings of $243 per couple each year.

We all know how the cost of educating our
children continues to skyrocket. This bill raises
the ceiling on Education Savings Accounts
from $500 to $2000/year. It permits these ac-
counts to be used to pay for elementary and
secondary education in addition to higher edu-
cation.

The bill ends the 60 month limitation on the
student loan interest deduction. And there are
changes to revenue bond rules to help school
construction.

I have spent much of my time in Congress
working on a reliable retirement income for
senior citizens. This bill increases contribution
limits to 401(k) and other retirement plans; it
increases portability of pensions for our new
workplace reality in which a person no longer
works for the same company during his/her
entire work life. In short, it makes it easier to
save for retirement.

Medical expenses have become a huge
item in our personal budgets. This bill offers
relief in this area, too. It provides a 100% de-
duction for health insurance premiums for indi-
viduals who purchase health insurance. Long-
term care insurance is extremely expensive.
This bill helps by providing a 100% deduction
for these premiums also. It expands the ex-
emption for those who care for an elderly fam-
ily member at home. And it expands Medical
Savings Accounts.

For those who are concerned that we need
protection against the loss of revenue should
we face a future economic downturn, I believe

our trigger is an excellent protection. In any
year when the total interest paid out on the
public and private debt does not decrease
from the previous year, then the incremental
across-the-board tax cut doesn’t kick in. This
would protect us in a situation of rising interest
rates or declining revenues and make sure we
keep a balanced budget.

The revenue for these tax cuts is not com-
ing from the surplus in the Social Security Ac-
count. We have locked that away. Instead, this
surplus is ‘‘on budget’’ and will not affect our
efforts to reform Social Security.

We need fundamental reform of the tax sys-
tem. I think most in this body would agree with
other taxpayers about this. The tax relief of-
fered in this bill does simplify the tax code, but
I recognize that it does not achieve the more
complete reforms we all would like to see. The
fact is we have not reached a national con-
sensus as to how this reform should be ac-
complished, and I don’t want to tempt fate by
waiting for tax relief until we have this con-
sensus. The temptation to spend more would
be irresistible in this town.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to sup-
port the Financial Freedom Act of 1999. Let’s
return the surplus to the American Taxpayers.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, as we debate
this tax cut legislation there are a number of
aspects of it requiring the attention of the pub-
lic. The first causes the ghosts of Ponzi, Sam
Insull and Phineas Barnum to hover over this
chamber in smiling admiration.

Is this a tax cut or is it not? The answer is
no one knows for sure. The bill is tied to re-
ceipts and deficits, so in some years there
may be a tax cut, in some years there may
not. Indeed, if the national debt does not go
down, there will be no tax cut.

Now it is hard to speculate how this works,
or whether there will be a tax cut, when, how,
or how much, because all the negotiations
were done by the Republicans alone in closed
meetings, and the printed version has not
been available to analyze or discuss in proper
legislative fashion. According to the sketchy
reports I have been able to receive, it will pos-
sibly work something like this: After an initial
1 percent across the board tax cut, all further
cuts will be conditioned on whether the total
national debt (including that related to Social
Security and most trust funds) goes down.
Now I cannot tell anyone exactly what that
means, but I believe I can be excused, be-
cause the Republicans have not said, and ap-
parently they cannot either.

So here we have a remarkable Republican
tax cut, a here you see it, now you don’t tax
cut—maybe you get it, maybe you don’t.

Now, if this massive punitive tax cut really
goes into effect, lets look at some of its most
deficient aspects:

The Republican tax bill would blow a three
trillion dollar hole in the budget and threaten
the vitality of Medicare and Social Security.

The Republican tax scheme does nothing to
extend the life of the Social Security and
Medicare Trust Funds. It eats the entire sur-
plus, leaving absolutely nothing to ensure the
long-term solvency of Medicare or Social Se-
curity. It soaks up all of the money. It leaves
nothing to protect or reform Medicare or Social
Security. It also ensures that there will be no
money left over to fund a Medicare prescrip-
tion drug benefit.

The Republican plan also spends all of the
non-Social Security surpluses and leaves
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nothing for debt reduction. Rather than paying
down a large portion of the national debt, the
Republicans would be adding to it. When one
includes the $141 billion of additional interest
payments that are required to finance the tax
cut, on-budget deficits are likely to appear.

The bill will force education, veterans pro-
grams, federal health research, environmental
programs, farm programs, our national de-
fense and other vital programs to be slashed.
The Republican tax bill will require an average
27 percent cut in all domestic spending pro-
grams by 2009. To cite just one example, if
the Majority sticks to their budget caps, $1.4
billion would be cut from veterans’ health pro-
grams—which are already universally recog-
nized as woefully under funded. In point of
fact, our veterans programs are an outright
disgrace and the Republican bill exacerbates
the problem.

The Republican scheme will also explode
the deficit and threaten our growth over the
long-term. Last year, for the first time in thirty
years, the federal budget was in surplus. The
Republican bill will reverse that course be-
cause it will cost as much as $3 trillion in the
out-years. Although it is cleverly and carefully
masked, the Republican bill explodes the def-
icit in the out years and will produce higher
deficits, higher interest rates and cripple eco-
nomic expansion. Rather than paying down
the debt as proposed by the President, the
Republican tax scheme adds to the debt.

Finally, the plan put forth by the Republican
leadership would only benefit the wealthiest
Americans. According to Citizens for Tax Jus-
tice, the wealthiest one percent of taxpayers
would receive 45 percent of the benefits.
Sixty-five percent of the total tax cut will ben-
efit the top ten percent of taxpayers, those
with incomes over $115,000. In aggregate, 90
percent of taxpayers will receive less than a
third of the benefits included in this package.
That is simply unfair, and Americans know it.

Congress must use the surplus for Medicare
and Social Security first. Then we can con-
sider responsible tax proposals that sustain
our growth and do not threaten our economic
prosperity. The Democratic alternative is the
responsible approach and I urge its adoption.

In short, my Republican colleagues have
crafted either one of the slyest now you see
it, now you don’t scams in the history of gov-
ernment or they have crafted one of the most
irresponsible tax cuts ever designed to cripple
government and to endanger essential pro-
grams like Medicare and Social Security.

Moreover, they did it in a sneaky partisan
way, totally disregarding traditional open legis-
lative practices. No wonder the tax program
here is so bad.

It must be defeated and I urge a no vote.
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise

in the strongest possible opposition to the Re-
publican tax cut plan.

This is a bad bill for a number of reasons:
First, the $792 billion plus tax cut is fiscally

irresponsible.
To pay for this tax bill, Republicans would

force drastic cuts in vital programs affecting
health care, education, law enforcement,
science and technology, the environment, agri-
culture and countless other programs.

Moreover, when you deduct the promised
increases for defense spending and set aside
money to preserve Medicare and Social Secu-
rity, no room is left for a tax cut of even half
this size.

Second, because many of the tax cuts in-
cluded in this bill are phased in over time, the
total future cost of this bill will be astronomical.

While the projected cost of these cuts is
$792 billion over the first ten years, the cost
skyrockets to possibly more than $3 trillion in
the second ten years, according to the Treas-
ury Department.

Finally, this huge tax cut does little to ben-
efit middle and low income working families—
those who need it the most.

In fact, according to Citizens for Tax Justice,
a taxpayer watchdog group, close to half of
the tax benefits in this bill would go to the rich-
est one percent of American taxpayers—peo-
ple making over $300,000.

While I support cutting taxes, we must make
sure that these tax cuts benefit hard-working
low- and middle-income families.

The Democratic alternative recognizes that
all American families need to share in our
booming economy—not just the ultra-rich.

Towards this goal, the Democrats’ bill in-
cludes marriage penalty tax relief for all mar-
ried couples who need it—the Republican bill
does not.

For example, low-income families experi-
ence a marriage tax penalty in relation to the
Earned Income Tax Credit.

The EITC is a highly effective program
which benefits millions of working families by
providing them with a small credit to help
make ends meet.

However, when individuals receiving the
EITC marry, their benefit is often significantly
reduced or taken away.

The Democratic alternative revises the
Earned Income Tax Credit to relieve this mar-
riage tax penalty.

This simple act of fairness is missing from
the Republican bill.

In short, the Republican proposal is fiscally
irresponsible, will result in devastating cuts to
critically needed programs, and ignores low-in-
come and middle-income families as it dis-
penses its benefits to the wealthy.

I urge my colleagues to support the modest,
even-handed Democratic tax relief package,
which recognizes our long-term commitment to
Medicare, Social Security and the many prior-
ities we need to address this year and next.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this irre-
sponsible Republican bill.

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise because
today the House will vote on a tax bill that has
the opportunity to address one of the most
pressing difficulties facing our schools: over-
crowded and run-down facilities.

Our schools are simply worn out and out of
room. Conditions are so poor that we would
have to spend $112 billion to make the basic
repairs needed. One out of every four schools
is holding more students than it was designed
for. Enrollment is skyrocketing—48 million K–
12 students will be attending our public
schools by 2008.

The House can do something about it. The
Democratic version of H.R. 2488 includes lan-
guage expanding the opportunities for commu-
nities to raise school bonds to renovate exist-
ing school facilities and build new ones.

School construction bonds are good for our
communities. Local areas want to improve
school facilities, but they need help. And new
school and classroom construction means
local jobs—lower unemployment, and working
men and women taking home new paychecks.

School construction bonds are good for tax-
payers. Whether to invest in these bonds will

be a decision that neighborhoods, towns and
school districts make—not the federal govern-
ment or the IRS.

School construction bonds are good for
schoolchildren. Right now our children attend
schools with leaking roofs, inadequate wiring
and chipping paint, crammed into storage
closets, libraries and gyms for lack of class-
room space. By neglecting to provide an envi-
ronment appropriate for learning and teaching,
we are sending our youth a message that their
academic success is unimportant to us. This
tragically shortchanges our students.

The 106th Congress has the opportunity to
pass meaningful school construction legisla-
tion. I urge my colleagues to vote for the
Democratic alternative and help our commu-
nities earn the opportunity to expand and re-
build America’s schools.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in re-
luctant opposition to H.R. 2488, the Financial
Freedom Act of 1999. I had hoped to be able
to vote today for responsible tax cut legislation
that could return some money to the people
who elected us. Unfortunately, legislation of
that type is not on the floor.

I support targeted tax cuts.
I have joined together with Republicans on

some of the very proposals contained in this
package. I agree that we need to substantially
modify the estate tax that penalizes small
business people and family farms. I agree that
the tax code should not penalize marriage. I
support tax credits for long-term health care
and to help ease property taxes on citizens by
helping communities with the costs of modern-
izing their schools. I support the research and
development tax credit. And I support modern-
izing and simplifying the entire tax code.

But the bill that the Ways and Means Com-
mittee has brought forward is a massive bill
based on a breathtakingly irresponsible roll of
the dice. It is a political document that prom-
ises massive tax cuts—nearly $792 billion in
tax cuts—with money that we do not now
have, and may never have if projected budget
surpluses do not materialize.

A large proportion of the predicted budget
surpluses is based on the assumption that
Congress, the President and our constituents
will agree to deep cuts—cuts of almost 20 per-
cent—in investments in education, health care,
environmental cleanup, research, law enforce-
ment and every other item of discretionary
federal spending.

Some cuts need to be made in government
spending. But it is not realistic to assume that
Congress will pass these deep reductions
when it has already shown reluctance to pass
cuts of even a fraction of this size during this
year’s appropriations process. And the bill as-
sumes that our nation will never face emer-
gencies like natural disasters, unexpected mili-
tary operations or downturns in the economy.

According to the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, this bill assumes $180 billion in cuts
below the baseline in discretionary spending
over the next ten years. Those projected cuts
and that spending of the projected budget sur-
plus for large tax cuts jeopardizes our ability to
protect Social Security and Medicare for future
generations.

Mr. Speaker, politicians make promises. But
this bill sprinkles promises like fairy dust, with
no thought to how those promises will be kept,
or the consequences for our economy if they
are not.

No parent in my central New Jersey district
bets their children’s financial future on rosy
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scenarios and sunny, castle in the sky projec-
tions. They sit around the kitchen table and
budget their bills, and their income and their
anticipated expenses. And they make tough
choices. The very least they can expect from
us is the same type of honesty and responsi-
bility when we make decisions that effect their
families.

Some here will try to make this a partisan
issue. But the fact is that some Democrats
would love to pass targeted tax cuts. And
some Republicans, from the moderates who
opposed this bill last night, to watchdog
groups like the Concorde Coalition, have
clearly stated how irresponsible they believe
this bill is. Fifty economists, including six
Nobel Prize Winners, have called this ap-
proach irresponsible. Even the Wall Street
Journal—hardly a group of wild-eyed liberals—
has been vocal in their criticism.

It does not help that a large portion of this
$792 billion bill is dedicated to special interest
tax provisions. These expensive provisions
don’t go to families. They don’t go to workers.
And they don’t go to seniors. They benefit
mining interests—oil and gas producers—and
large multinational corporations. These tax
changes may or may not be good ones. We
haven’t had the chance to review them be-
cause they were inserted at the last minute.
What we do know is that they are extremely
expensive. And I don’t think that any of my
constituents think that giving away $300 billion
in tax breaks to corporations without review is
the way we ought to be making public policy.

Mr. Speaker, people in New Jersey pay a
lot in taxes. I want very badly to provide a re-
sponsible tax cut to these hardworking citi-
zens. And I had hoped to be able to do that
today. Frankly, the easy vote for me today
would be to cast a yes vote on this package,
and hope that someone—somewhere—at
sometime further along in the legislative pack-
age says ‘‘Wait a minute. This doesn’t add
up.’’

But I cannot.
My constituents elected me to make judg-

ments based on evidence, not ideology. And
the evidence of this bill is that it has very real
potential to throw our economy back in the fi-
nancial ditch that Republicans and Democrats
have labored for so long, and so hard, to
climb out of.

We can come together to pass a respon-
sible bill. There are men and women on both
sides of the aisle that want to see responsible
tax relief. This legislation is not that. I urge my
colleagues to vote no on H.R. 2488.

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of common-sense tax relief for Amer-
ican families and small businesses. I also rise
in support of saving Medicare and Social Se-
curity, two programs critical to today’s seniors
and future generations.

Unfortunately, the bill before the House
today, H.R. 2488, is fiscally irresponsible. It
would threaten our ability to ensure the long
term solvency of Medicare and Social Secu-
rity. It would also restrict our ability to pay
down national debt and to make needed in-
vestments in national defense, education and
environmental protection.

By using the entire projected surplus for
permanent tax cuts, this bill would leave no
money for modernizing Medicare or reforming
Social Security. This is simply unconscionable.
Medicare is desperately in need of moderniza-
tion—specifically, the lack of prescription drug

coverage is a gaping hole in this critical safety
net for seniors that must be fixed. and while
Social Security is fiscally sound for the near
future, the coming retirement of the baby
boom generation will strain the system beyond
its limit. We owe it to future generations to act
now to reform these programs while there is
still plenty of time to do so.

H.R. 2488 would also keep us from paying
down the $3.7 trillion national debt. Indeed,
the Treasury Department estimates this bill
would add over $150 billion in interest pay-
ments on that debt over the next 10 years.
And the cost of the bill explodes over the sec-
ond 10 years—to $3 trillion—precisely at the
time that our Social Security and Medicare
rolls will be increasing with newly retired baby-
boomers.

The tax cut bill that I will be supporting
today contains several important reforms that
I have long supported, while allowing us to
preserve Medicare and Social Security. This
bill would fix the marriage penalty and ensure
middle class families can take full advantage
of the various per-child, education and child
care tax credits. It would also increase the
per-child tax credit by $250 for families with
children under age five.

The bill I support would help families by pro-
viding $25 billion in school construction bonds
to modernize our overcrowded public schools
and make employer-provided assistance tax
free for undergraduate and graduate edu-
cation. This measure would institute a $1,000
long term care credit and make health insur-
ance fully deductible for the self-employed be-
ginning next year. And it would make perma-
nent the R&D tax credit, so critical to ensuring
future economic growth on the Central Coast,
as well as credits to help move people from
welfare to work.

The bill would also provide some relief from
estate taxes for all taxpayers. But I believe it
should go further. The clear need for relief in
this area is for small businesses and family
farms like those on the Central Coast of Cali-
fornia who are imperiled by the death of the
head of the family. We must increase the ex-
emption for businesses like these above the
current $1.3 million. The high value of Central
Coast land, for example, can make even a
modest sized farm or ranch impossible to pass
down without being subject to high estate
taxes that can force the sale of the property.
By increasing this exemption, we would keep
family farms and businesses in the family and
off the auction block.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I would like to express
my profound disappointment in the partisan
handling of this tax bill. I believe there is gen-
eral agreement among the vast majority of
Members that we can and should provide tax
relief this year. But the House leadership has
pursued a partisan course designed to make
political points and not to pass meaningful leg-
islation.

The leadership knows H.R. 2488 will not be-
come law. By seriously sitting down and nego-
tiating a common sense tax bill we could eas-
ily pass legislation this summer and give fami-
lies and businesses the tax relief they de-
serve. I hope that we can put the partisanship
aside and work together on formulating real
tax reform this year. Our constituents deserve
nothing less.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to oppose the irresponsible Republican tax
break proposal geared towards the wealthiest

Americans, and support the Rangel Substitute.
We have a truly historic opportunity in front of
us. Today we can vote to build on the fiscal
responsibility that has helped balance the fed-
eral budget by passing the Rangel Substitute,
which will strengthen Social Security and
Medicare while paying down the national debt
and also provide a pro-family, pro-growth tax
cut. Instead, the Republican majority will sac-
rifice this unique moment in order to give a tax
windfall to the wealthiest Americans.

Quite simply, the Republican proposal is un-
fair to the vast majority of taxpayers in my
home state of Michigan as well as across the
nation. According to the Joint Committee on
Taxation, one out of every three families will
receive NO tax relief at all under this bill. In
addition, Citizens for Tax Justice estimate that
families making between $38,000 and $63,000
will receive an average tax cut of $17, while
families with annual incomes of $300,000 or
more will get an average cut of $8,300.

Of course, the decision to push this inequi-
table plan has opportunity costs. While giving
tax breaks to the rich, the Republican legisla-
tion does nothing to extend the solvency of
the Social Security and Medicare Trust Funds
by even one day, and will not allow for Medi-
care reforms, such as a comprehensive pre-
scription drug benefit and restoring cuts to crit-
ical services such as home health care, hos-
pital reimbursements, and nursing homes.

Mr. Speaker, if we do not strengthen Social
Security and Medicare and pay down the na-
tional debt during good economic times, we
never will. We must not squander this chance
to put our fiscal house in order, but a vote for
the Republican plan will do just that. The Ran-
gel Substitute will accomplish the above goals
while also extending tax relief to those that
need it most—middle class families, small
businesses, and family farmers. I urge my col-
leagues to vote for the Rangel Substitute and
oppose the Republican measure.

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Speaker, again, Congress
is faced with a tax proposal that fails to ad-
dress the needs of working Americans.

Instead, my Republican colleagues have
crafted legislation that reflects only the con-
cerns of corporate ‘‘Fat Cats’’ and wealthy
special interests.

Mr. Speaker, tax breaks for the richest 10%
of Americans does little to reaffirm working
men and women’s faith in their Government.

After years of belt-tightening and fiscal dis-
cipline, we have been given a rare opportunity
to lessen the burden on families struggling to
make ends meet while preserving Social Se-
curity and Medicare. Yet today, we are debat-
ing an irresponsible, politically motivated, tax
cut that does little for average citizens.

Under the guise of returning government
dollars to the pockets of Taxpayers, this pro-
posal is a death knell for programs that reflect
the values and priorities of working Ameri-
cans—Education, the environment, proper
care for our seniors and veterans.

Today, I will vote for the Democratic sub-
stitute that pays down the national debt,
shores up our Social Security and Medicare
programs and provides tax breaks for working
families. Our bill will sustain the growing econ-
omy and protect programs that help the major-
ity of Americans, not just a wealthy few.

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Speaker, last November
the voters of our Nation returned to Congress
a conservative majority to accomplish four
things: Preserve Social Security and Medicare,
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provide every American child with the oppor-
tunity to receive a world-class education,
strengthen our national defenses, and finally,
return any tax overcharges where they be-
long—to the United States taxpayer.

Today we have the opportunity to complete
the fourth component of an agenda that re-
flects the priorities of America. Chairman AR-
CHER, the members of his committee and his
staff are to be commended, as in the leader-
ship of the majority party. Thanks to them, we
have a chance to provide broad based tax re-
lief for working Americans. The first real break
they have had in almost 20 years. After all it’s
their money not the government’s.

In the last fiscal year, the federal govern-
ment collected $1.8 trillion, almost $80 billion
more than it needs to operate. Recent budget
projections indicate that the federal govern-
ment will take in more than $3 trillion in sur-
plus revenues over the next ten years—$3 tril-
lion, Mr. Speaker. I’ve got news for every
member that opposes significant tax relief—
the American people are paying too much
money to the government. That money does
not belong to politicians, it belongs to the peo-
ple. And they know how best to spend it.

There are those who say we must keep this
money to preserve Social Security. Mr. Speak-
er, their remarks are not correct. The majority-
crafted Social Security Lock Box legislation,
which this body passed a month ago, protects
all of the Social Security Trust Fund from bu-
reaucratic political spending. The truth of the
matter is that those who want to keep the
money here in Washington want to spend it on
more government. They should be ashamed.
Government is too big already. We have a sig-
nificant portion of the population in this country
struggling to make ends meet, and many
Washington politicians don’t trust them to
spend their own money.

Mr. Speaker, there are millions of Ameri-
cans working 12 to 14 hours a day, every day,
to secure a brighter future for their families.
They are saving for that first home, for their
children’s college education and for their re-
tirement. Let’s take this historic opportunity to
help them realize their dreams. Support this
legislation and give the American people more
of their money and the tax relief they deserve.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to H.R. 2488, a misguided, impru-
dent tax bill. The Financial Freedom Act is an
irresponsible piece of legislation which re-
duces taxes for the rich, and jeopardizes vital
programs which sustain the most vulnerable
Americans. This tax cut will not help the Amer-
ican people. Instead, it will threaten Social Se-
curity, Medicare, and the quality of our chil-
dren’s education, while benefiting the most
wealthy portion of society.

Republicans want to spend $792 billion on
an enormous tax break for the rich. Their plan
is based on an uncertain assessment of Amer-
ica’s financial future. They want to bet our fu-
ture, our children’s future, and our senior’s se-
curity on the soundness of shaky predictions
of potential surpluses. I cannot support such
an extensive reduction in federal revenue
when it endangers the strength of essential
public programs for the benefit of the few.

The Financial Freedom Act bill is designed
to benefit only the rich. Republicans even
modified the provisions late in the evening be-
fore this debate so that any tax break for the
average middle-class family is conditional. The
sponsors of this bill take a projected surplus,

and instead of prudently paying down our na-
tional debt, reinstating drastically-cut funding
for Veterans, education, or Social Security,
they give it to the most affluent individuals in
our society. They choose to provide benefits
to America’s wealthiest ten percent, instead of
acting in the best interest of all citizens. This
is unfair, dangerous fiscal policy.

Mr. Speaker, my vote will be cast in favor of
the solid, well-balanced Democratic substitute
plan offered by Mr. RANGEL. This bill provides
sound tax cuts to the average American cit-
izen. Mr. RANGEL’s bill eliminates the marriage
tax penalty by increasing the standard deduc-
tion for married couples. It accelerates the es-
tate tax exclusion so that the estates of small
business owners can safely pass to the next
generation. It provides an increase in the child
tax credit for children under five. It designates
interest free funds to states and localities for
school construction. It gives long-term care
provider tax credits and accelerates the de-
ductibility of health insurance purchased by
those who are self-employed. All of these tax
deductions help average, working American
families. We can accomplish all of this benefit
to American families, without jeopardizing the
future of Social Security, without threatening
Medicare’s solvency, without selling out our
children’s education, and without deserting our
nation’s Veterans.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
opposition to the fiscally irresponsible tax cut
bill we have before us today. More impor-
tantly, I strongly support this motion to recom-
mit that instructs the Ways and Means Com-
mittee to reduce the size of the tax cut to one-
quarter of the on-budget surplus and creates
an account to lock up half of the on-budget
surplus for debt reduction.

As a fiscal conservative who wants to lower
interest rates and reduce the debt for future
generations, I welcomed the renewed empha-
sis given to deficit and debt reduction when
the Republicans took over Congress. Unfortu-
nately, the majority party has lost track of the
fiscal conservative roots and now wishes to
spend almost of the projected surplus on tax
cuts. I emphasize the word ‘‘projected’’ be-
cause the surplus has yet to materialize, and
I think it is fiscally imprudent to spend money
we do not yet have. As some of my like-mind-
ed Democratic colleagues have pointed out,
budget projections for the next ten years have
improved by nearly $2 trillion in the last twelve
months, and the rosy projections could turn
gloomy just as quickly.

While my voting record shows that I gen-
erally support tax cuts, I believe this is not the
proper time, place, or source of money for a
tax cut of such magnitude. The Congressional
Budget Office’s projected $996 billion surplus
in the next 10 years assumes that all of the
surplus will be saved for debt reduction, there-
by reducing the interest payments we have to
make on our $5.6 trillion debt. However, if we
spend any part of that surplus, additional pay-
ments for debt service would automatically be
triggered. Therefore, the $792 billion tax cut
we have before us today will actually have a
price tag in the area of $940 billion. This
leaves almost no money to lower the debt or
to pay for vital programs that Americans hold
dear.

By only spending 25 percent of the surplus
on tax cuts, we can still save a majority of the
surplus for debt reduction, with some money
going to domestic and defense programs, and

some money in emergency reserve for Social
Security and Medicare. However, I believe that
any use of the surplus—whether it be for tax
cuts, domestic programs, or Social Security—
should be put off until we actually have a sur-
plus. We would take great risks and send a
bad message to future generations if we
spend even one cent of an un-yet-realized
surplus.

So, Mr. Speaker, let’s not be fiscally impru-
dent and rashly give to much of the surplus
away in tax cuts. We should do what is right
for the future of this country and vote for the
motion to recommit.

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support
of the Motion to Recommit.

The republican tax bill is the definition of fis-
cal recklessness. It seeks to enact a tax cut
that is based only on projected surpluses
under ten and fifteen year estimates. Budget
projections for the next ten years have im-
proved by nearly $2 trillion in the last twelve
months—they could go the other way just as
quickly. If budget projections turn out to be
wrong, the budget will return to deficits fi-
nanced by borrowing from the Social Security
surplus. Even the Congressional Budget Of-
fice—the source of budget projections upon
which the Republicans’ tax cuts are based—
says these projections could vary as much as
$100 billion a year. That’s an extremely wide
margin of error, wide enough to cause deep
concerns among fiscal conservatives like me.

Furthermore, even though Republicans are
spending money they can’t guarantee will
exist, their tax plan still leaves no resources to
meet important needs in education, agri-
culture, or defense, as well as funding for our
veterans and other priorities. It is based on the
assumption that discretionary spending will be
cut by $595 billion below 1999 levels adjusted
for inflation over the next ten years. This will
require a cut in all discretionary programs of
ten percent below current levels. Any in-
creased spending in any area will require even
deeper cuts in all other spending. The explod-
ing costs of the tax bill will place an even
greater squeeze on discretionary spending in
later years.

If these massive tax cuts are passed, edu-
cation will suffer greatly. The Republican tax
bill includes a change to the tax-exempt bond
arbitrage rules that largely fails to meet the
stated objective of modernizing schools, espe-
cially in rural areas. Under H.R. 2488, school
districts would have four years to spend
school construction bond proceeds rather than
the two years currently permitted. According to
Republicans, this would enable school districts
to invest bond proceeds for a longer period
and recognize greater arbitrage profits. The
Republicans contend that their plan is uni-
versal, covering cities, suburbs, and farms.

The truth is, many suburban and city school
districts will receive no benefits from the Re-
publican proposal. Schools with urgent needs,
forced to teach children in trailers and dilapi-
dated buildings, would not benefit from H.R.
2488. Their backlog of unmet needs means
that they do not have the luxury of waiting four
years before completing school construction.
The Republican proposal also largely excludes
some of our most needy school—those in
rural areas. The provisions in the Republican
tax bill may benefit a few large, wealthy school
districts with the financial capacity to issue
large bonds four years in advance of need,
but it will not help rural districts.
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The bottom line is simple: this bill will only

serve to hurt the American people by jeopard-
izing the stability of our economy and the
prosperity of future generations for the instant
gratification of tax cuts that are not only irre-
sponsible, but dangerous. In reality the best
tax cut we can give to all Americans is keep-
ing interest rates low by paying down our
debt. Reducing our national debt will provide a
tax cut for millions of Americans because it
will restrain interest rates, thereby saving them
money on variable mortgages, new mort-
gages, auto loans, credit card payments, etc.
Each percentage point increase in interest
rates would mean an extra $200–$250 billion
in mortgage costs to Americans. Paying down
the national debt will protect future genera-
tions from an increasing tax burden to pay in-
terest on the debt run up by current genera-
tions. More than 25% of individual income
taxes go to paying interest on our national
debt. Every dollar of lower debt saves MORE
than one dollar in taxes for future generations.

I urge you to act responsibly and conserv-
atively—support the motion to recommit and
secure a prosperous future by paying down
the debt and saying no to fiscally reckless tax
cuts.

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, the Tax Bill presented on the House Floor
today is extreme. It ignores the overwhelming
need for Congress to address debt reduction
and protect the long term health of Social Se-
curity and Medicare. Furthermore, this irre-
sponsible tax proposal jeopardizes important
priorities of mine, such as health care for our
nation’s veterans.

I believe the overwhelming majority of this
Congress wants to support a balanced and re-
sponsible tax cut. I know that my constituents
on Long Island need tax relief. But the bill be-
fore us simply goes too far. The bill before us
has been drafted to score political points. In
order to demonstrate their support for a huge
tax cut, the House leadership has sacrificed
responsible economic policy.

Several Members of the majority party have
expressed their opposition to this irresponsible
tax break because the huge cuts have been
based on unproven estimates about the so-
called budget surplus 15 years from now. The
average American citizen certainly under-
stands that using such projections is dan-
gerous and irresponsible.

Rather than trying to score political points, I
believe we should be debating a tax cut that
will meet the priorities of the majority of this
Congress. Let’s enact a more reasonable tax
cut that will allow us to protect Social Security
and Medicare, as well as improve healthcare
for our veterans.

Mr. Speaker, I will support tax cuts to help
Long Island’s families, businesses, seniors
and veterans. However, the tax cuts contained
in H.R. 2488 are dangerous and irresponsible
and could jeopardize the economic security of
my constituents. Therefore, I urge members to
oppose H.R. 2488 and support more respon-
sible and reasonable tax policy.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposi-
tion to this latest attempt to mortgage our chil-
dren’s future to enrich the richest one percent
of our nation. Rather than financial freedom,
this bill represents fiscal risk, irresponsibility,
and unfairness. According to the independent
research group, Citizens for Tax Justice, this
tax scheme will give taxpayers earning more
that $301,000 per year an annual bonus from

Uncle Sam of $54,000. Taxpayers earning up
to $38,000 will also benefit they receive an av-
erage annual tax cut of $101. That is truly
generous of my Republican colleagues. With
the passage of this bill, a small elite will get
more in tax benefits than many working fami-
lies in my family earn in an entire year. This
plan gives a new meaning to Robin Hood—
steal from the poor to give to the rich.

In their rush to reward those they consider
truly needy, the Republican Majority refuses to
set aside even one dollar of the on-budget
surplus to extend the solvency of the Medicare
Trust fund or the Social Security Trust Fund.
$4,500 a month in new tax breaks for tax-
payers earning more than $301,000 but not a
penny for resolving the Medicare and Social
Security programs. Mr. Chairman, it is time for
a reality check.

Frankly, this fiscal tax expenditure scheme,
which is based on speculative projections,
risks undercutting the solid economic growth
of the U.S. and the global economy. This
scheme threatens to blow a hole in the budg-
et, stacking up dollar after dollar in deficit red
ink with no chance to pay down the U.S. $5.6
trillion debt, while starving the defense and do-
mestic programs to commitments significantly
less than in 1999. Ironically, we cannot even
meet the needs today and this tax scheme as-
sumes $100 billion less over the next ten
years. This action and projection assumes no
emergency spending, no military needs, no
natural disasters, no new investment in fami-
lies and places the U.S. economy in a straight
jacket. At its best, this measure is irrespon-
sible, unneeded, unfair, unworkable and rep-
resents bad judgment and politics at its worst.

I believe that it is possible for Congress to
approve a targeted tax cut that will benefit
working families. Such a tax cut could include
fairness in the marriage penalty and incentives
to help families to help themselves. Such a tax
cut should be based on real economic projec-
tions and not be viewed through the rose col-
ored glasses that the Republicans have used.
Above all else, these tax cuts will not be
achieved at the expense of Social Security
and Medicare.

In considering tax reform, Congress should
not ignore the hidden tax imposed on Amer-
ican taxpayers—the tax on their time. Today,
the tax code is too complex and takes far too
much time for the average taxpayer to file a
tax return. According to the Internal Revenue
Service (IRS), it took the average taxpayer
nearly 16 hours to prepare and file a typical
tax return (Form 1040 and Schedules A and
B). That is two days work spent on federal
taxes.

In 1996, to focus Congressional and public
attention on tax reform and simplification and
to cut the time that it takes to file taxes, I intro-
duced H. Con. Res. 241, the ‘‘10 for 60’’ Res-
olution. My proposal directed Congress and
the Administration to cut the time it takes to
prepare taxes in half. As a first step, my pro-
posal called for 10 changes that would cut by
60 minutes the time it would take to do taxes
in the next year. This proposal was intended
to focus Congressional attention on the real
problems with our tax system.

This year, our colleague from Massachu-
setts, RICHARD NEAL, has reintroduced the In-
dividual Tax Simplification Act of 1999, H.R.
1420. This legislation, which I have cospon-
sored focuses on simplification for individual
tax forms in a revenue neutral manner. H.R.

1420 would eliminate about 200 lines from tax
forms, schedules and worksheets. This legisla-
tion should be viewed as the first down pay-
ment on real tax simplification and should be
included in any tax legislation adopted this
year.

Mr. Speaker, I recognize that the current tax
system is not perfect. Continued improve-
ments can and must take place. Any tax re-
form package must be judged on specific cri-
teria including the impact on budget, tax form
simplification, equity for all taxpayers and
sound public policy. As Congress considers
tax reform, I will continue to advocate for
those principles and support responsible legis-
lation like the Democratic substitute amend-
ment.

The fundamental problem with the GOP tax
measure is the risk to the economy, it doesn’t
add up and the recent changes just underline
that mathematical error, subtract nearly a tril-
lion dollars the entire on budget projected sur-
plus the next ten years, than add back in the
spending bills that the Republican majority vig-
orously advocate, such as the Pentagon ap-
propriation, and you end up with a new added
deficit—new debt as far as the eye can see
and if its debt the next ten years the results
explode on the next 20 years beyond reason.
The prudent course of fiscal policy would be to
meet our commitments to Social Security and
Medicare, reasonably fund programs that we
agree upon like investments in people, and
pass a tax cut the Democrat tax measure that
adds up not reliving the thrilling high deficit
days and actions of the Reagan Era when the
total debt quadrupled—vote for Rangel and
vote against this political math foisted upon us
by H.R. 2488.

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
strong opposition to the $792 billion tax cut
being considered in the House today. This leg-
islation spends the entire projected budget
surplus, leaving nothing to reduce the national
debt or extend the solvency of Social Security
and Medicare.

For the first time in forty years, the federal
government will achieve a budget surplus
without relying on the surplus from the ear-
marked Social Security taxes. This achieve-
ment results from difficult budget decisions
that have been made over the past decade.
Today we are experiencing greater produc-
tivity, low inflation, low unemployment and
broad based growth in real wages because we
have focused on reducing deficits, paying
down our debt, lowering interest rates and in-
vesting in our people. This legislation seeks to
undermine the fiscal discipline that has cre-
ated our current economy.

Today’s tax-cut legislation uses projected
budget surpluses which may not materialize
and could force further cuts in domestic dis-
cretionary spending. It is appalling that in this
era of economic prosperity, instead of a con-
gressional debate about needed long term in-
vestments to strengthen our domestic security,
we are focusing on financing a tax give-away
through budget cuts in programs that educate
children, feed the hungry, provide health care
and child care, and keep our drinking water
safe.

As a nation, we cannot continue to tolerate
the fact that in America, 43 million people
have no health insurance. Sharing our nation’s
strength and good fortune through investments
that work is far wiser and will pay for greater
dividends than spiraling tax breaks for the
most affluent Americans.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH6220 July 22, 1999
Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in

support of the Financial Freedom Act of 1999.
This is a common-sense piece of legislation
which would provide broad based tax relief to
individuals and families.

For forty years, the Democrats had control
of Congress and practiced their policy of, tax,
tax, spend, spend. Now that Republicans have
been in the majority for more than 4 years, we
have balanced the budget, agreed to set aside
all Social Security surplus funds for social Se-
curity and Medicare, and still have an excess
of funds.

Not surprisingly, the Democrats would prefer
to keep these funds in Washington and create
new and unneeded programs.

The Democrats are acting as if they found
a wallet full of money with no ID. They want
to take the money and run with it. But this wal-
let does have an ID. It belongs to the Amer-
ican taxpayer. It is our moral obligation to re-
turn their money.

Mr. Speaker we have these excess of funds
because our economy is booming. And, the
economy is booming because of the hard-
work of the American people. Mr. Speaker,
what has Congress contributed to the GDP?
Nothing!

We have no right to keep this money in
Washington. We should return this money to
the people who have worked long and hard for
it.

The Financial Freedom Act is a solid piece
of legislation and I urge my colleagues to sup-
port it.

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposi-
tion to H.R. 2488. I believe that this legislation
will lead us back to another era of budget defi-
cits.

This bill is irresponsible because it relies
upon uncertain projections. It is irresponsible
because it relies upon unrealistic assumptions.
It is irresponsible because it would cut taxes
dramatically before Congress has taken the
necessary steps to address the long-term sol-
vency of Social Security and Medicare—not to
mention the other challenges facing this coun-
try, challenges like providing education for our
children, prescription drug benefits for our sen-
iors, and affordable health insurance for all
Americans. And it is irresponsible because it
targets its tax relief to the wealthiest house-
holds in the country—the ones who have ben-
efited most from the economic growth of the
last 20 years—rather than to the hard-working
families who have borne the burden of mod-
ernizing and streamlining our economy over
the last two decades.

This bill would be paid for with a trillion-dol-
lar surplus that doesn’t yet exist. At this point,
it is just a budget projection. Anyone who has
watched the federal government struggle to
gets its deficits under control over the last 18
years knows that budget projections are noto-
riously inaccurate, and that slight changes in
some of the assumptions can change the re-
sults significantly. The trillion dollar surplus we
are expecting might never materialize if the
economy suffers some kind of setback.

Furthermore, an 800 billion dollar tax cut
might even be the cause of such a setback. A
tax cut now, when unemployment and inflation
are both at record lows, could overheat the
economy, bring back inflation, and trigger eco-
nomic stagnation or even recession. Alter-
natively, it is conceivable that a huge tax cut
could conceivably end the current period of
economic growth simply by destroying public

confidence in the federal government’s willing-
ness to exercise fiscal restraint.

In addition, the trillion dollar surplus is
based on the assumption that discretionary
spending will stay below the existing budget
caps until 2002 and then rise only with infla-
tion. There is no trillion dollar surplus if discre-
tionary spending is raised above the levels set
by the current caps. But many of our col-
leagues, both Republicans and Democrats,
have indicated that they believe that the cur-
rent discretionary spending caps are unac-
ceptably low and should be raised enough to
allow adequate levels of spending on federal
activities like law enforcement, medical re-
search, and education. I share their concerns,
and I firmly believe that discretionary spending
should be increased to address such pressing
domestic needs.

Moreover, in considering the tax bill before
us today, it is important to remember that
even if the economic assumptions are correct
and Congress chooses to limit discretionary
spending sharply in order to pay for these tax
cuts, the projected on-budget surpluses are
only expected to last for 15 years. After 2015,
Social Security, Medicare, and Medicaid costs
are expected to produce massive budget defi-
cits as the Baby Boom generation retires—
deficts in the hundreds of billions of dollars
each year. We cannot responsibly make large
tax cuts today without first preparing for the
massive financial challenge that awaits us in a
few years.

Such fiscal irresponsibility reflects a dra-
matic about-face from the progress we have
made on the budget in recent years. I strongly
believe that we must pursue fiscal policies that
are conservative and cautious. That means
that tax cuts should wait until after we’ve fixed
Social Security and Medicare—and until the
federal government has actually produced the
surpluses necessary to pay for them.

In addition, I believe that tax cuts should be
balanced against other pressing national
needs—like lifting children out of poverty,
making prescription drugs affordable for our
seniors, providing high-quality education to our
children, and guaranteeing affordable health
insurance to all Americans.

And if we are going to cut taxes, I believe
that we should cut the taxes of the working-
and middle-class households who need and
deserve tax relief the most, instead of cutting
taxes disproportionately for the wealthy, as
H.R. 2488 does.

That is why I support the Democratic alter-
native tax cut proposal—which provides sig-
nificant but not profligate tax relief, conditions
that tax relief upon action to make Social Se-
curity and Medicare solvent, and targets its tax
relief to hard-working, middle-class American
families who are struggling to make ends meet
rather than those fortunate few who already
have it pretty good.

Like the bill introduced by Chairman Archer,
the Democratic alternative raises the standard
deduction for married couples filing jointly to
eliminate the marriage penalty for many mid-
dle-class families—but it also reduces the
marriage penalty on many working-class cou-
ples by fixing the Earned Income Tax Credit.

The Democratic alternative also increases
the size of the existing Family Credit by $250
for each child less than 5 years old, and it
uses tax credits to leverage private investment
in poor communities, in improving the environ-
ment, and in school construction and mod-

ernization. The Democratic bill provides tax re-
lief to small and family-owned businesses by
increasing the existing section 179 expending
provision, and by accelerating the expansion
of the estate tax exclusion. And the Demo-
cratic tax cut simplifies multi-employer pension
programs that cover millions of working Ameri-
cans.

The Republican tax plan, by contrast, dis-
proportionately benefits the wealthiest Ameri-
cans. It would phase out the estate tax, which
currently only affects the richest 2 percent. It
would lower taxes on capital gains income,
most of which goes to the most affluent Ameri-
cans. And even the centerpiece of the Repub-
lican tax cut, the 10 percent across the board
rate reduction, would disproportionately benefit
the rich.

The most important difference between the
Democratic Republication bills, however, is the
fact that the tax cuts in the Democratic alter-
native are contingent upon action on Social
Security and Medicare. The majority of the tax
cuts in the bill would not take effect until after
the solvency of the Social Security and Medi-
care Programs is ensured. The tax cuts that
would be enacted immediately—the sections
of the bill making certain existing tax provi-
sions permanent—would be offset with the
revenue-raising provisions identified in Chair-
man ARCHER’s bill.

I believe that the more modest size and the
contingency provisions of the Democratic al-
ternative tax cut bill make it a much more re-
sponsible tax relief bill than H.R. 2488.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the Democratic tax cut
alternative targets tax relief to the working-
and middle-class families who are struggling
to make ends meet. Those are the people
who deserve tax relief the most. The Demo-
cratic bill, unlike the Republican bill, would
eliminate the marriage penalty for low-income
families. The Democratic alternative, unlike the
Republican bill, would provide targeted assist-
ance to working families for education, health
care, long-term care, and child care. And the
Democratic bill would provide estate tax relief
to family farms and small businesses without,
like the Republican bill, exempting the super-
rich from all estate taxes. In short, while the
Democratic tax cut alternative would not cut
taxes as much as the Republican bill, it would
cut taxes for many working families more than
would the Republican bill.

Consequently, on the grounds of fiscal re-
straint, responsibility, and fairness, I urge my
colleagues to join me in rejecting this unwise
legislation and supporting the Democratic al-
ternative.

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, today, I
want to go on record in favor of ‘‘The Financial
Freedom Act of 1999,’’ a tax relief package
which is a consequence of our strong econ-
omy and the successful 1997 Balanced Budg-
et Agreement. You will recall that this historic
budget deal put us on the glide path to a bal-
anced federal budget which we now expect to
attain in the current fiscal year—much sooner
than we promised the American people. This
fact presents us with an opportunity—and an
obligation to our constituents—to do the right
thing with our nation’s fiscal affairs.

I applaud the House leadership and the
Ways and Means Committee, ably chaired by
our colleague from Texas, Representative BILL
ARCHER, for their commitment to bringing to
the floor for a vote ‘‘The Financial Freedom
Act.’’ Equally important, I embrace the commit-
ment
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we have made to spend two out of every three
dollars of the expected federal budget surplus
for retirement security—let me stress this im-
portant fact, Congressional Republicans have
promised to protect Social Security and Medi-
care for our nation’s seniors before we give
tax cuts. We’re keeping that promise by lock-
ing away surplus funds from retirement secu-
rity programs. We have pledged to return sur-
plus dollars generated from excessive federal
income taxes—this is the message of ‘‘The Fi-
nancial Freedom Act of 1999.’’

In addition to the relief for American tax-
payers and their families in general, I want to
take a minute to endorse the important
changes in the tax code contained in ‘‘The Fi-
nancial Freedom Act’’ to enhance retirement
savings. For two years, I have advocated a
sensible change to our tax laws related to em-
ployee stock ownership plans, or ESOPs.
Specifically, the Ways and Means Committee
included in the base bill a provision that would
permit an employee participating in an ESOP
to reinvest cash dividends paid on his or her
stock for more company stock and permit the
corporate payor of the dividends to take a tax
deduction equal in value to the dividends.

Current law permits the corporate payor of
dividends on ESOP stock to take a deduction
if the employee receives the dividends in
cash, or if the employer uses the dividends to
pay debt incurred to acquire the stock for the
ESOP. So, oddly, current law does not permit
the employee to voluntarily reinvest the divi-
dends in more company stock. While there is
a convoluted way to almost accomplish the
same result (i.e., a tax deduction for rein-
vested ESOP dividends), it involves getting an
IRS letter ruling, is limited in its applicability
and causes administrative headaches in trying
to coordinate the reinvested dividends with
401(k) elective deferrals.

The confusion and needless regulatory bur-
den of current law motivated me to introduce
the very provision included in the Committee’s
bill in May 1997, in H.R. 1592, and to reintro-
duce this provision again this year as Section
2 of my bill, The ESOP Promotion Act of 1999
(H.R. 2124).

This provision is estimated to provide a new
$200 million plus incentive for the expansion
of stock ownership by employees.

Let the record show that Chairman
ARCHER’s mark recommended the change in
law, and that this action by the Chairman was
the very first time, may I repeat, the very first
time in the near 25 year history of ESOPs that
the House Ways and Means Committee Chair-
man’s mark contained a positive expansion of
ESOP law. May I compliment the Chair and
my majority colleagues because for most of
the 25 years of ESOP legislative history, the
Committee was controlled by the other party
and it seemed that every time we turned
around someone was trying to take away from
ESOPs and employee ownership. It seems
that up until 1995 all we ESOP and employee
ownership advocates ever did was fight anti-
ESOP ideas that were originating in the Com-
mittee. I am proud to see under the leadership
of Chairman ARCHER that view of ESOPs and
employee ownership change, as evidenced by
the expansion of the deduction of dividends
paid on ESOP stock that is included in this
bill.

And that motivates me to note that when the
Clinton Administration put forth its tax rec-
ommendations for fiscal year 2000, once

again we had a proposal to limit ESOPs, to
take away a tax incentive for employee owner-
ship. The Administration basically proposed to
repeal the 1997 incentive for Subchapter S
corporations to have ESOPs, and proposed a
retroactive, unfathomable system of taxation
for S corporations with ESOPs. As a Member
who since 1990 has introduced legislation to
allow S corporations to sponsor ESOPs, I am
pleased that the Committee rejected this anti-
ESOP Administration proposal. The S corpora-
tion ESOP reform finally became law in 1996
and was perfected in 1997.

So, you can understand my concern when I
saw earlier this year the Administration basi-
cally trying to unravel a piece of legislation in
which I have had such a long-standing inter-
est.

I do take note that the pending tax legisla-
tion in the other body, which perfected the S
corporation ESOP law in 1997, has a provi-
sion to ensure that the 1997 law is not used
by film-flam operators to create tax-favored S
corporation ESOPs that are not really spread-
ing equity ownership among employees of a
bona fide business operation. Having a great
interest in this area, I would hope that the
Committee, and those who go to conference
with the other body on the ‘‘Financial Freedom
Act,’’ would take a serious look that the anti-
abuse provision in the other body’s bill. Based
on my knowledge of that anti-abuse proposal,
it would resolve any unintended consequences
of our 1996 and 1997 laws to ensure employ-
ees of S corporations can participate in owner-
ship through an ESOP.

Again, I am pleased to see in the bill before
us today the positive leadership taken by
Chairman ARCHER and the majority of the
Committee for ESOPs and employee owner-
ship.

Mr. PHELPS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
opposition to the massive and risky tax cut
measure before us today. I urge my col-
leagues to support Representative TANNER’s
motion to recommit the bill to Committee,
where it can be improved. Should that motion
fail, we must reject this irresponsible bill.

The Leadership’s bill eagerly spends a sur-
plus that may never materialize. It commits al-
most the entire non-Social Security surplus to
tax cuts, ignoring other critical needs like re-
ducing our $5.6 trillion national debt. It jeop-
ardizes funding for education, veterans’ bene-
fits, agriculture and other basic programs
which will have to endure huge cuts over the
next ten years if these tax provisions are en-
acted. It spends hundreds of billions of dollars
that I had hoped we would use instead to re-
form and strengthen Medicare and provide a
prescription drug benefit, making it extremely
unlikely that Medicare solvency can be en-
sured without slashing benefits or increasing
costs for our senior citizens.

The bill also directs two-thirds of its tax cut
benefits to the wealthiest 10% of Americans,
and close to half of the cuts would benefit the
richest 1% of taxpayers with incomes exceed-
ing $300,000. And although the price tag at-
tached to this bill is staggering enough, it
pales in comparison to the costs that will re-
sult once all of its provisions are in full effect
a decade from now. From 2010 to 2019, this
tax package would cost the Treasury $2.8 tril-
lion—several times the initial cost of the bill,
and a burden that cannot possibly be borne
while maintaining adequate funding for domes-
tic programs and continuing to pay down our
debt.

Like many of my colleagues, I support cer-
tain provisions in the Leaderships bill, includ-
ing in particular the phase-out of the estate tax
and the elimination of the marriage penalty. In
fact, I am a co-sponsor of stand-alone bills
that would accomplish both of these goals. But
I simply cannot ignore this reckless and dan-
gerous use of a budget surplus that should be
divided among several, equally important
needs, rather than snatched up before it even
exists and lavished on the wealthiest Ameri-
cans at the expense of programs that benefit
our working families and elderly.

Due to some of these same concerns, I will
also vote against the Democratic substitute.
Although this alternative is a more responsible
and targeted approach, it still makes the dan-
gerous assumption that a large surplus is
guaranteed for the next ten years and beyond.
If this does not prove to be the case, we will
all suffer when our debt continues to spiral out
of control, funding is no longer available for
some of the most basic federal programs, and
the solvency of Social Security and Medicare
becomes a goal that is no longer in reach.

The ‘‘yea’’ vote I cast today will be for Rep-
resentative TANNER’S motion to recommit this
bill to the Ways and Means Committee. The
motion mirrors the fundamental principles of
the Blue Dog budget that I, along with a ma-
jority of Democrats and 26 Republicans, sup-
ported earlier in the year. This motion changes
none of the specific provisions in the majority’s
bill. Instead, it simply requires the Committee
to reduce the overall tax cut to one-quarter of
the on-budget surplus and to create a Debt
Reduction Account to ensure that half of the
on-budget surplus is preserved for reducing
our debt. Altering the bill in this way would en-
sure that when there is a surplus, there will
also be a generous tax cut. But it will also
allow us to be secure in the knowledge that
our debt will continue to be reduced and that
our children and grandchildren will not have to
shoulder the burden of our recklessness.

I consider myself extremely fortunate to
have entered Congress at a time when the
tough choices made by my colleagues and
predecessors who balanced the budget in
1997 are beginning to yield tangible results. I
now consider it my duty to maintain the fiscal
responsibility that led us to this point and en-
sure that we do not recreate massive deficits
like the ones we’ve just escaped from. We all
want to reward hard-working American fami-
lies by returning some of their tax dollars, but
I cannot in good conscience do this at the ex-
pense of our future fiscal health. Therefore,
Mr. Speaker, I will support the motion to re-
commit because I believe Americans deserve
a responsible tax cut when we are sure we
have the money to pay for it. But I will vote
against H.R. 2488 because I also believe
Americans deserve a balanced federal budget,
a solvent Medicare and Social Security sys-
tem, and the knowledge that the programs
and services they depend on today will still be
there tomorrow.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I opposed the Re-
publican tax bill in Committee and I oppose it
today because it will force, in the near future,
massive, destructive cuts in Medicare, and it
prevents us from improving Medicare with a
modest prescription drug benefit.

By reducing the tax cut by about 40%, we
can extend the life of the Medicare Trust Fund
well into the retirement of the Baby Boom gen-
eration, from 2015 to 2027. We can also make
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Medicare a modern health care program by
covering pharmaceuticals which reduce the
need for hospitalizations and which provide
quality, preventive care.

If we don’t use these resources to extend
the life of Medicare, but instead pass this tax
cut, we are voting for future massive cuts in
benefits to seniors and the disabled, or for
massive, crippling cuts to hospitals, nursing
homes, and home health agencies—or for a
massive future tax increase at a time when
the economy may not be able to handle such
an increase.

The choice seems obvious: save resources
for Medicare today, or face impossible choices
in the future.

When we know with absolute certainty that
Medicare will need major new resources in the
near future, do we want to give away reve-
nues in a tax cut, largely to the rich, that could
prevent this future crisis?

Workers per Medicare Beneficiary will fall
from 1998’s 3.9 to 2.3 workers per beneficiary
in 2030. We must make it easier now for
those fewer workers of the year 2030 to pay
taxes to support retirees and the disabled.
That means dedicating revenues now (by retir-
ing debt).

Other options for extending the life of the
Hospital Trust Fund are unacceptable. The
Medicare Hospital Trust Fund runs out of
money in 2015. ‘‘To bring the HI program into
actuarial balance, over just the next 25 years
under the Trustees’ intermediate assumptions,
would require either that outlays be further re-
duced by 11% or that income [payroll taxes]
be increased by 12 percent.’’

By voting not to save 15% of the surplus to
HI, thus extending the Trust Fund to 2027,
Members are in effect voting for additional
major hospital cuts or future tax increases.

Republican Members of Ways and Means
have sponsored or cosponsored many Medi-
care spending bills that will cost tens of bil-
lions over the next 10 years. If they don’t sup-
port saving some money for Medicare, sup-
porting these Medicare bills isn’t real—it is hy-
pocrisy. Mr. FOLEY is on 9 bills including a
major hospital outpatient payment relief bill.
Mr. HAYWORTH has 4, Mr. WATKINS has gone
to bat for the chiropractors and would spend
billions more. Mr. MCINNIS would spend bil-
lions more. Mr. RAMSTAD is supporting 6 bills
that would spend billions, Mr. ENGLISH 11, Mr.
CAMP 6, and Mr. NUSSLE, leader of the rural
caucus, has 7 spending bills that would cost
billions. You all are basically saying you don’t
really want to do any of those spending bills
or those bills to undo the BBA, you just want
tax cuts.

Can’t shift more costs to seniors and dis-
abled. Medicare is already one of the lowest
retiree benefit plans in the industrialized world
and worth less than the value of the average
private insurance/employer plan. (That’s why
we need to add a prescription drug benefit.)
Costs are already being shifted to seniors be-
cause of that Balanced Budget Act. We can’t
shift more.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong
support of H.R. 2488, the Financial Freedom
Act of 1999. I would like to commend our
Ways and Means Committee Chairman BILL
ARCHER for this fine product of his hard labors.

Thanks to the fiscal discipline of the Repub-
lican majority in Congress, we have a budget
surplus for the first time in a generation. That
surplus money belongs to the American tax-

payers, and we are returning it to them in the
form of tax relief.

While some of my Democrat colleagues are
suggesting this is not the time for tax cuts, I
would tell them that I disagree. More money is
going to the government, as a share of the
total economy, than at any point since World
War II. Americans are spending more on their
federal, state and local taxes than they spend
even on food, shelter and clothing combined.
Taxpayers need a break and that’s what this
Republican tax cut bill will give them.

According to the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, we expect to see $996 billion—nearly one
trillion dollars—in budget surpluses after we
set aside Social Security and Medicare sur-
pluses. While some are suggesting that we
put more aside for debt reduction or ‘‘other
needs’’, I know from my long experience in
Washington that if you leave money lying
around this town, someone will find a way to
spend it. I believe we should return it to the
American taxpayers.

The Financial Freedom Act provides tax re-
lief for all Americans. It starts off with a 10
percent across-the-board individual tax rate
cut. In addition, the bill provides marriage pen-
alty relief, pension reform as well as incentives
for savings and to make health care and long-
term care more affordable. The bill also in-
cludes ideas that I have worked for years to
advance—reductions in the capital gains tax
and the abolition of the estate, or what I call
the ‘‘death’’, tax. H.R. 2488 will also make tax
time less complicated as it eventually abol-
ishes the alternative minimum tax on individ-
uals and businesses.

I am particularly grateful that some items
that I had been working on were included in
this bill. For example, the bill will lower the
capital gains tax on qualified settlement funds
used to pay the beneficiaries of class action
law suits, such as the one established for
those suffering from asbestos-related ill-
nesses. H.R. 2488 also allows life insurance
companies to file a consolidated tax return
with an affiliated group of non-life insurance
companies. This will go a long way to the fi-
nancial modernization goals this body has
supported. I have also been able to include a
provision to encourage more foreign invest-
ment in U.S. mutual funds by removing the
U.S. tax code as a penalty to investors from
overseas.

While there are some provisions I hoped to
have included in this bill, I look forward to the
continuation of the process so that I may have
an opportunity to address those other issues.

I urge my colleagues to support this bill so
that we can get about the work of providing
much-needed tax relief to the American peo-
ple.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). All time for general de-
bate has expired.

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MR. RANGEL

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I offer an
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment in
the nature of a substitute.

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows:

Part B amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by Mr. RANGEL:

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; ETC.
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as

the ‘‘Tax Reduction Act of 1999’’.
(b) AMENDMENT OF 1986 CODE.—Except as

otherwise expressly provided, whenever in
this Act an amendment or repeal is ex-
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or re-
peal of, a section or other provision, the ref-
erence shall be considered to be made to a
section or other provision of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986.

(c) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—

Sec. 1. Short title; etc.
Sec. 2. Tax reductions contingent on social

security and medicare solvency
certifications.

TITLE I—TAX RELIEF FOR FAMILIES
Sec. 101. Marriage penalty relief.
Sec. 102. Nonrefundable personal credits

fully allowed against regular
tax liability and minimum tax
liability.

Sec. 103. Increase in child tax credit.
Sec. 104. Deduction of State and local gen-

eral sales taxes in lieu of State
and local income taxes.

TITLE II—INCENTIVES FOR EDUCATION
Sec. 201. Expansion of incentives for public

schools.
Sec. 202. Extension of exclusion for em-

ployer-provided educational as-
sistance; exclusion to apply to
assistance for graduate edu-
cation.

TITLE III—INCENTIVES FOR HEALTH
CARE AND LONG-TERM CARE

Sec. 301. Long-term care tax credit.
Sec. 302. Deduction for 100 percent of health

insurance costs of self-em-
ployed individuals.

TITLE IV—PERMANENT EXTENSION OF
CERTAIN EXPIRING PROVISIONS

Sec. 401. Research credit.
Sec. 402. Work opportunity and welfare-to-

work credits.
Sec. 403. Subpart F exemption for active fi-

nancing income.
Sec. 404. Expensing of environmental reme-

diation costs.
TITLE V—COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

INITIATIVES
Sec. 501. Increase in State ceiling on low-in-

come housing credit.
Sec. 502. New markets tax credit.
Sec. 503. Credit to holders of Better America

Bonds.
TITLE VI—SMALL BUSINESS

INCENTIVES
Sec. 601. Acceleration of $1,000,000 estate tax

exclusion.
Sec. 602. Increase in expense treatment for

small businesses.
TITLE VII—PENSION PROVISIONS

Sec. 701. Treatment of multiemployer plans
under section 415.

Sec. 702. Actuarial reduction only for bene-
fits beginning before age 62 in
case of benefits under multiem-
ployer plans.

TITLE VIII—REVENUE OFFSETS
Sec. 801. Returns relating to cancellations of

indebtedness by organizations
lending money.

Sec. 802. Extension of Internal Revenue
Service user fees.

Sec. 803. Limitations on welfare benefit
funds of 10 or more employer
plans.

Sec. 804. Increase in elective withholding
rate for nonperiodic distribu-
tions from deferred compensa-
tion plans.

Sec. 805. Controlled entities ineligible for
REIT status.
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Sec. 806. Treatment of gain from construc-

tive ownership transactions.
Sec. 807. Transfer of excess defined benefit

plan assets for retiree health
benefits.

Sec. 808. Modification of installment method
and repeal of installment meth-
od for accrual method tax-
payers.

Sec. 809. Limitation on use of nonaccrual ex-
perience method of accounting.

Sec. 810. Exclusion of like-kind exchange
property from nonrecognition
treatment on the sale of a prin-
cipal residence.

Sec. 811. Disallowance of noneconomic tax
attributes.

TITLE IX—NATIONAL COMMISSION ON
TAX REFORM AND SIMPLIFICATION

Sec. 901. Establishment.
Sec. 902. Functions.
Sec. 903. Administration.
Sec. 904. General.
SEC. 2. TAX REDUCTIONS CONTINGENT ON SO-

CIAL SECURITY AND MEDICARE SOL-
VENCY CERTIFICATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of this Act, no provision of
this Act (or amendment made thereby) shall
take effect until there is—

(1) a social security certification,
(2) a Medicare certification, and
(3) a balanced budget certification.
(b) EXTENSION OF EXPIRING PROVISIONS AND

REVENUE OFFSETS NOT AFFECTED.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), sections 102, 202, title IV, and
title VIII shall take effect without regard to
the provisions of subsection (a).

(2) ONLY 2-YEAR EXTENSION OF CERTAIN PRO-
VISIONS IF NO SOLVENCY AND BUDGET DETER-
MINATIONS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—If, as of January 1, 2002,
all of the certifications under subsection (a)
have not been made—

(i) section 26 of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986 shall be applied to taxable years be-
ginning during the suspension period with-
out regard to the amendment made by sec-
tion 102,

(ii) section 127 of such Code shall not apply
with respect to courses beginning during the
suspension period,

(iii) sections 41 and 198 of such Code shall
not apply to amounts paid or incurred during
the suspension period,

(iv) sections 51 and 51A of such Code shall
not apply to individuals who begin work for
the employer during the suspension period,
and

(v) sections 953(e) and 954(h) of such Code
shall not apply to taxable years beginning
during the suspension period.

(B) SUSPENSION PERIOD.—For purposes of
subparagraph (A), the suspension period is
the period beginning on January 1, 2002, and
ending on the earliest date that all of the
certifications under subsection (a) have been
made.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this
subsection—

(1) SOCIAL SECURITY SOLVENCY CERTIFI-
CATION.—The term ‘‘social security solvency
certification’’ means a certification by the
Board of Trustees of the Social Security
Trust Funds that the Federal Old-Age and
Survivors Insurance Trust Fund and the Fed-
eral Disability Insurance Trust Fund are in
actuarial balance for the 75-year period uti-
lized in the most recent annual report of
such Board of Trustees pursuant to section
201(c)(2) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
401(c)(2)).

(2) MEDICARE SOLVENCY CERTIFICATION.—
For purposes of this subsection, the term
‘‘Medicare solvency certification’’ means a
certification by the Board of Trustees of the

Federal Hospital Insurance Trust Fund that
such Trust Fund is in actuarial balance until
the year 2027.

(3) BALANCED BUDGET CERTIFICATION.—
There is a balanced budget certification if
the Director of the Office of Management
and Budget certifies that the tax reductions
made by this Act will not create an on-budg-
et deficit for any fiscal year in the period
2000 through 2009 after taking into account
non-Social-Security deficit amounts nec-
essary for the certifications under para-
graphs (1) and (2).

TITLE I—TAX RELIEF FOR FAMILIES

SEC. 101. MARRIAGE PENALTY RELIEF.

(a) STANDARD DEDUCTION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section

63(c) (relating to standard deduction) is
amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘$5,000’’ in subparagraph
(A) and inserting ‘‘twice the dollar amount
in effect under subparagraph (C) for the tax-
able year’’,

(B) by adding ‘‘or’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (B),

(C) by striking ‘‘in the case of’’ and all
that follows in subparagraph (C) and insert-
ing ‘‘in any other case.’’, and

(D) by striking subparagraph (D).
(2) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—
(A) Subparagraph (B) of section 1(f)(6) is

amended by striking ‘‘(other than with’’ and
all that follows through ‘‘shall be applied’’
and inserting ‘‘(other than with respect to
sections 63(c)(4) and 151(d)(4)(A)) shall be ap-
plied’’.

(B) Paragraph (4) of section 63(c) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following flush
sentence:
‘‘The preceding sentence shall not apply to
the amount referred to in paragraph (2)(A).’’.

(b) EARNED INCOME CREDIT.—Subsection (a)
of section 32 (relating to credit for earned in-
come) is amended by adding at the end the
following new paragraph:

‘‘(3) REDUCTION OF MARRIAGE PENALTY.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a joint re-

turn, the phaseout amount under this sec-
tion shall be such amount (determined with-
out regard to this paragraph) increased by
$2,500 ($2,000 in the case of taxable years be-
ginning during 2000).

‘‘(B) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—In the case
of any taxable year beginning in a calendar
year after 2001, the $2,500 amount contained
in subparagraph (A) shall be increased by an
amount equal to the product of—

‘‘(i) such dollar amount, and
‘‘(ii) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-

mined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar
year in which the taxable year begins, deter-
mined by substituting ‘calendar year 2000’
for ‘calendar year 1992’ in subparagraph (B)
thereof.
If any increase determined under the pre-
ceding sentence is not a multiple of $50, such
increase shall be rounded to the next lowest
multiple of $50.’’

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1999.

(d) PHASEIN OF INCREASE IN BASIC STAND-
ARD DEDUCTION.—In the case of taxable years
beginning during 2000—

(1) there shall be taken into account under
subparagraph (A) section 63(c)(2) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 only one-half of the
increase which would (but for this sub-
section) apply, and

(2) the basic standard deduction for a mar-
ried individual filing a separate return shall
be one-half of the amount applicable under
such subparagraph.

SEC. 102. NONREFUNDABLE PERSONAL CREDITS
FULLY ALLOWED AGAINST REGULAR
TAX LIABILITY AND MINIMUM TAX
LIABILITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section
26 (relating to limitation based on amount of
tax) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(a) LIMITATION BASED ON AMOUNT OF
TAX.—The aggregate amount of credits al-
lowed by this subpart for the taxable year
shall not exceed the sum of—

‘‘(1) the taxpayer’s regular tax liability for
the taxable year, and

‘‘(2) the tax imposed for the taxable year
by section 55(a).’’.

(b) CHILD CREDIT.—Subsection (d) of sec-
tion 24 is amended by striking paragraph (2)
and by redesignating paragraph (3) as para-
graph (2).

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1998.
SEC. 103. INCREASE IN CHILD TAX CREDIT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section
24 (relating to child tax credit), as amended
by section 301, is amended by adding at the
end the following new sentence:
‘‘In the case of a qualifying child who has
not attained age 5 as of the close of the cal-
endar year in which the taxable year of the
taxpayer begins, paragraph (1) shall be ap-
plied by substituting ‘$750’ for ‘$500’.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2000.
SEC. 104. DEDUCTION OF STATE AND LOCAL GEN-

ERAL SALES TAXES IN LIEU OF
STATE AND LOCAL INCOME TAXES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (b) of section
164 is amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new paragraph:

‘‘(5) GENERAL SALES TAXES.—For purposes
of subsection (a)—

‘‘(A) ELECTION TO DEDUCT STATE AND LOCAL
SALES TAXES IN LIEU OF STATE AND LOCAL IN-
COME TAXES.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—At the election of the
taxpayer for the taxable year, subsection (a)
shall be applied—

‘‘(I) without regard to the reference to
State and local income taxes,

‘‘(II) as if State and local general sales
taxes were referred to in a paragraph there-
of, and

‘‘(III) without regard to the last sentence.
‘‘(B) DEFINITION OF GENERAL SALES TAX.—

The term ‘general sales tax’ means a tax im-
posed at one rate in respect of the sale at re-
tail of a broad range of classes of items.

‘‘(C) SPECIAL RULES FOR FOOD, ETC.—In the
case of items of food, clothing, medical sup-
plies, and motor vehicles—

‘‘(i) the fact that the tax does not apply in
respect of some or all of such items shall not
be taken into account in determining wheth-
er the tax applies in respect of a broad range
of classes of items, and

‘‘(ii) the fact that the rate of tax applicable
in respect of some or all of such items is
lower than the general rate of tax shall not
be taken into account in determining wheth-
er the tax is imposed at one rate.

‘‘(D) ITEMS TAXED AT DIFFERENT RATES.—
Except in the case of a lower rate of tax ap-
plicable in respect of an item described in
subparagraph (C), no deduction shall be al-
lowed under this paragraph for any general
sales tax imposed in respect of an item at a
rate other than the general rate of tax.

‘‘(E) COMPENSATING USE TAXES.—A compen-
sating use tax in respect of an item shall be
treated as a general sales tax. For purposes
of the preceding sentence, the term ‘compen-
sating use tax’ means, in respect of any
item, a tax which—

‘‘(i) is imposed on the use, storage, or con-
sumption of such item, and

‘‘(ii) is complementary to a general sales
tax, but only if a deduction is allowable
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under this paragraph in respect of items sold
at retail in the taxing jurisdiction which are
similar to such item.

‘‘(F) SPECIAL RULE FOR MOTOR VEHICLES.—
In the case of motor vehicles, if the rate of
tax exceeds the general rate, such excess
shall be disregarded and the general rate
shall be treated as the rate of tax.

‘‘(G) SEPARATELY STATED GENERAL SALES
TAXES.—If the amount of any general sales
tax is separately stated, then, to the extent
that the amount so stated is paid by the con-
sumer (otherwise than in connection with
the consumer’s trade or business) to his sell-
er, such amount shall be treated as a tax im-
posed on, and paid by, such consumer.

‘‘(H) AMOUNT OF DEDUCTION TO BE DETER-
MINED UNDER TABLES.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The amount of the de-
duction allowed by this paragraph shall be
determined under tables prescribed by the
Secretary.

‘‘(ii) REQUIREMENTS FOR TABLES.—The ta-
bles prescribed under clause (i) shall reflect
the provisions of this paragraph and shall be
based on the average consumption by tax-
payers on a State-by-State basis, as deter-
mined by the Secretary, taking into account
filing status, number of dependents, adjusted
gross income, and rates of State and local
general sales taxation.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1999.

TITLE II—INCENTIVES FOR EDUCATION
SEC. 201. EXPANSION OF INCENTIVES FOR PUB-

LIC SCHOOLS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 1 is amended by

adding at the end the following new sub-
chapter:
‘‘Subchapter X—Public School Modernization

Provisions
‘‘Part I. Credit to holders of qualified public

school modernization bonds.
‘‘Part II. Qualified school construction

bonds.
‘‘Part III. Incentives for education zones.
‘‘PART I—CREDIT TO HOLDERS OF QUALI-

FIED PUBLIC SCHOOL MODERNIZATION
BONDS

‘‘Sec. 1400F. Credit to holders of qualified
public school modernization
bonds.

‘‘SEC. 1400F. CREDIT TO HOLDERS OF QUALIFIED
PUBLIC SCHOOL MODERNIZATION
BONDS.

‘‘(a) ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT.—In the case of
a taxpayer who holds a qualified public
school modernization bond on a credit allow-
ance date of such bond which occurs during
the taxable year, there shall be allowed as a
credit against the tax imposed by this chap-
ter for such taxable year an amount equal to
the sum of the credits determined under sub-
section (b) with respect to credit allowance
dates during such year on which the tax-
payer holds such bond.

‘‘(b) AMOUNT OF CREDIT.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The amount of the credit

determined under this subsection with re-
spect to any credit allowance date for a
qualified public school modernization bond is
25 percent of the annual credit determined
with respect to such bond.

‘‘(2) ANNUAL CREDIT.—The annual credit de-
termined with respect to any qualified public
school modernization bond is the product
of—

‘‘(A) the applicable credit rate, multiplied
by

‘‘(B) the outstanding face amount of the
bond.

‘‘(3) APPLICABLE CREDIT RATE.—For pur-
poses of paragraph (1), the applicable credit
rate with respect to an issue is the rate
equal to an average market yield (as of the
day before the date of issuance of the issue)
on outstanding long-term corporate debt ob-
ligations (determined under regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretary).

‘‘(4) SPECIAL RULE FOR ISSUANCE AND RE-
DEMPTION.—In the case of a bond which is
issued during the 3-month period ending on a
credit allowance date, the amount of the
credit determined under this subsection with
respect to such credit allowance date shall
be a ratable portion of the credit otherwise
determined based on the portion of the 3-
month period during which the bond is out-
standing. A similar rule shall apply when the
bond is redeemed.

‘‘(c) LIMITATION BASED ON AMOUNT OF
TAX.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The credit allowed under
subsection (a) for any taxable year shall not
exceed the excess of—

‘‘(A) the sum of the regular tax liability
(as defined in section 26(b)) plus the tax im-
posed by section 55, over

‘‘(B) the sum of the credits allowable under
part IV of subchapter A (other than subpart
C thereof, relating to refundable credits).

‘‘(2) CARRYOVER OF UNUSED CREDIT.—If the
credit allowable under subsection (a) exceeds
the limitation imposed by paragraph (1) for
such taxable year, such excess shall be car-
ried to the succeeding taxable year and
added to the credit allowable under sub-
section (a) for such taxable year.

‘‘(d) QUALIFIED PUBLIC SCHOOL MODERNIZA-
TION BOND; CREDIT ALLOWANCE DATE.—For
purposes of this section—

‘‘(1) QUALIFIED PUBLIC SCHOOL MODERNIZA-
TION BOND.—The term ‘qualified public
school modernization bond’ means—

‘‘(A) a qualified zone academy bond, and
‘‘(B) a qualified school construction bond.
‘‘(2) CREDIT ALLOWANCE DATE.—The term

‘credit allowance date’ means—
‘‘(A) March 15,
‘‘(B) June 15,
‘‘(C) September 15, and
‘‘(D) December 15.

Such term includes the last day on which the
bond is outstanding.

‘‘(e) OTHER DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of
this subchapter—

‘‘(1) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.—The
term ‘local educational agency’ has the
meaning given to such term by section 14101
of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965. Such term includes the local edu-
cational agency that serves the District of
Columbia but does not include any other
State agency.

‘‘(2) BOND.—The term ‘bond’ includes any
obligation.

‘‘(3) STATE.—The term ‘State’ includes the
District of Columbia and any possession of
the United States.

‘‘(4) PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITY.—The term
‘public school facility’ shall not include—

‘‘(A) any stadium or other facility pri-
marily used for athletic contests or exhibi-
tions or other events for which admission is
charged to the general public, or

‘‘(B) any facility which is not owned by a
State or local government or any agency or
instrumentality of a State or local govern-
ment.

‘‘(f) CREDIT INCLUDED IN GROSS INCOME.—
Gross income includes the amount of the
credit allowed to the taxpayer under this
section (determined without regard to sub-
section (c)) and the amount so included shall
be treated as interest income.

‘‘(g) BONDS HELD BY REGULATED INVEST-
MENT COMPANIES.—If any qualified public
school modernization bond is held by a regu-
lated investment company, the credit deter-
mined under subsection (a) shall be allowed
to shareholders of such company under pro-
cedures prescribed by the Secretary.

‘‘(h) CREDITS MAY BE STRIPPED.—Under
regulations prescribed by the Secretary—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—There may be a separa-
tion (including at issuance) of the ownership
of a qualified public school modernization
bond and the entitlement to the credit under
this section with respect to such bond. In

case of any such separation, the credit under
this section shall be allowed to the person
who on the credit allowance date holds the
instrument evidencing the entitlement to
the credit and not to the holder of the bond.

‘‘(2) CERTAIN RULES TO APPLY.—In the case
of a separation described in paragraph (1),
the rules of section 1286 shall apply to the
qualified public school modernization bond
as if it were a stripped bond and to the credit
under this section as if it were a stripped
coupon.

‘‘(i) TREATMENT FOR ESTIMATED TAX PUR-
POSES.—Solely for purposes of sections 6654
and 6655, the credit allowed by this section
to a taxpayer by reason of holding a quali-
fied public school modernization bonds on a
credit allowance date shall be treated as if it
were a payment of estimated tax made by
the taxpayer on such date.

‘‘(j) CREDIT MAY BE TRANSFERRED.—Noth-
ing in any law or rule of law shall be con-
strued to limit the transferability of the
credit allowed by this section through sale
and repurchase agreements.

‘‘(k) REPORTING.—Issuers of qualified pub-
lic school modernization bonds shall submit
reports similar to the reports required under
section 149(e).

‘‘(l) TERMINATION.—This section shall not
apply to any bond issued after September 30,
2004.

‘‘PART II—QUALIFIED SCHOOL
CONSTRUCTION BONDS

‘‘Sec. 1400G. Qualified school construction
bonds.

‘‘SEC. 1400G. QUALIFIED SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION
BONDS.

‘‘(a) QUALIFIED SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION
BOND.—For purposes of this subchapter, the
term ‘qualified school construction bond’
means any bond issued as part of an issue
if—

‘‘(1) 95 percent or more of the proceeds of
such issue are to be used for the construc-
tion, rehabilitation, or repair of a public
school facility or for the acquisition of land
on which such a facility is to be constructed
with part of the proceeds of such issue,

‘‘(2) the bond is issued by a State or local
government within the jurisdiction of which
such school is located,

‘‘(3) the issuer designates such bond for
purposes of this section, and

‘‘(4) the term of each bond which is part of
such issue does not exceed 15 years.

‘‘(b) LIMITATION ON AMOUNT OF BONDS DES-
IGNATED.—The maximum aggregate face
amount of bonds issued during any calendar
year which may be designated under sub-
section (a) by any issuer shall not exceed the
sum of—

‘‘(1) the limitation amount allocated under
subsection (d) for such calendar year to such
issuer, and

‘‘(2) if such issuer is a large local edu-
cational agency (as defined in subsection
(e)(4)) or is issuing on behalf of such an agen-
cy, the limitation amount allocated under
subsection (e) for such calendar year to such
agency.

‘‘(c) NATIONAL LIMITATION ON AMOUNT OF
BONDS DESIGNATED.—There is a national
qualified school construction bond limita-
tion for each calendar year. Such limitation
is—

‘‘(1) $11,000,000,000 for 2000,
‘‘(2) $11,000,000,000 for 2001, and
‘‘(3) except as provided in subsection (f),

zero after 2001.
‘‘(d) HALF OF LIMITATION ALLOCATED

AMONG STATES.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—One-half of the limita-

tion applicable under subsection (c) for any
calendar year shall be allocated among the
States under paragraph (2) by the Secretary.
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The limitation amount allocated to a State
under the preceding sentence shall be allo-
cated by the State to issuers within such
State and such allocations may be made only
if there is an approved State application.

‘‘(2) ALLOCATION FORMULA.—The amount to
be allocated under paragraph (1) for any cal-
endar year shall be allocated among the
States in proportion to the respective
amounts each such State received for Basic
Grants under subpart 2 of part A of title I of
the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6331 et seq.) for the
most recent fiscal year ending before such
calendar year. For purposes of the preceding
sentence, Basic Grants attributable to large
local educational agencies (as defined in sub-
section (e)) shall be disregarded.

‘‘(3) MINIMUM ALLOCATIONS TO STATES.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall ad-

just the allocations under this subsection for
any calendar year for each State to the ex-
tent necessary to ensure that the sum of—

‘‘(i) the amount allocated to such State
under this subsection for such year, and

‘‘(ii) the aggregate amounts allocated
under subsection (e) to large local edu-
cational agencies in such State for such
year,
is not less than an amount equal to such
State’s minimum percentage of the amount
to be allocated under paragraph (1) for the
calendar year.

‘‘(B) MINIMUM PERCENTAGE.—A State’s min-
imum percentage for any calendar year is
the minimum percentage described in sec-
tion 1124(d) of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6334(d)) for
such State for the most recent fiscal year
ending before such calendar year.

‘‘(4) ALLOCATIONS TO CERTAIN POSSES-
SIONS.—The amount to be allocated under
paragraph (1) to any possession of the United
States other than Puerto Rico shall be the
amount which would have been allocated if
all allocations under paragraph (1) were
made on the basis of respective populations
of individuals below the poverty line (as de-
fined by the Office of Management and Budg-
et). In making other allocations, the amount
to be allocated under paragraph (1) shall be
reduced by the aggregate amount allocated
under this paragraph to possessions of the
United States.

‘‘(5) ALLOCATIONS FOR INDIAN SCHOOLS.—In
addition to the amounts otherwise allocated
under this subsection, $200,000,000 for cal-
endar year 2000, and $200,000,000 for calendar
year 2001, shall be allocated by the Secretary
of the Interior for purposes of the construc-
tion, rehabilitation, and repair of schools
funded by the Bureau of Indian Affairs. In
the case of amounts allocated under the pre-
ceding sentence, Indian tribal governments
(as defined in section 7871) shall be treated as
qualified issuers for purposes of this sub-
chapter.

‘‘(6) APPROVED STATE APPLICATION.—For
purposes of paragraph (1), the term ‘approved
State application’ means an application
which is approved by the Secretary of Edu-
cation and which includes—

‘‘(A) the results of a recent publicly-avail-
able survey (undertaken by the State with
the involvement of local education officials,
members of the public, and experts in school
construction and management) of such
State’s needs for public school facilities, in-
cluding descriptions of—

‘‘(i) health and safety problems at such fa-
cilities,

‘‘(ii) the capacity of public schools in the
State to house projected enrollments, and

‘‘(iii) the extent to which the public
schools in the State offer the physical infra-
structure needed to provide a high-quality
education to all students, and

‘‘(B) a description of how the State will al-
locate to local educational agencies, or oth-

erwise use, its allocation under this sub-
section to address the needs identified under
subparagraph (A), including a description of
how it will—

‘‘(i) give highest priority to localities with
the greatest needs, as demonstrated by inad-
equate school facilities coupled with a low
level of resources to meet those needs,

‘‘(ii) use its allocation under this sub-
section to assist localities that lack the fis-
cal capacity to issue bonds on their own, and

‘‘(iii) ensure that its allocation under this
subsection is used only to supplement, and
not supplant, the amount of school construc-
tion, rehabilitation, and repair in the State
that would have occurred in the absence of
such allocation.
Any allocation under paragraph (1) by a
State shall be binding if such State reason-
ably determined that the allocation was in
accordance with the plan approved under
this paragraph.

‘‘(e) HALF OF LIMITATION ALLOCATED AMONG
LARGEST SCHOOL DISTRICTS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—One-half of the limita-
tion applicable under subsection (c) for any
calendar year shall be allocated under para-
graph (2) by the Secretary among local edu-
cational agencies which are large local edu-
cational agencies for such year. No qualified
school construction bond may be issued by
reason of an allocation to a large local edu-
cational agency under the preceding sen-
tence unless such agency has an approved
local application.

‘‘(2) ALLOCATION FORMULA.—The amount to
be allocated under paragraph (1) for any cal-
endar year shall be allocated among large
local educational agencies in proportion to
the respective amounts each such agency re-
ceived for Basic Grants under subpart 2 of
part A of title I of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6331
et seq.) for the most recent fiscal year end-
ing before such calendar year.

‘‘(3) ALLOCATION OF UNUSED LIMITATION TO
STATE.—The amount allocated under this
subsection to a large local educational agen-
cy for any calendar year may be reallocated
by such agency to the State in which such
agency is located for such calendar year.
Any amount reallocated to a State under the
preceding sentence may be allocated as pro-
vided in subsection (d)(1).

‘‘(4) LARGE LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.—
For purposes of this section, the term ‘large
local educational agency’ means, with re-
spect to a calendar year, any local edu-
cational agency if such agency is—

‘‘(A) among the 100 local educational agen-
cies with the largest numbers of children
aged 5 through 17 from families living below
the poverty level, as determined by the Sec-
retary using the most recent data available
from the Department of Commerce that are
satisfactory to the Secretary, or

‘‘(B) 1 of not more than 25 local edu-
cational agencies (other than those described
in subparagraph (A)) that the Secretary of
Education determines (based on the most re-
cent data available satisfactory to the Sec-
retary) are in particular need of assistance,
based on a low level of resources for school
construction, a high level of enrollment
growth, or such other factors as the Sec-
retary deems appropriate.

‘‘(5) APPROVED LOCAL APPLICATION.—For
purposes of paragraph (1), the term ‘approved
local application’ means an application
which is approved by the Secretary of Edu-
cation and which includes—

‘‘(A) the results of a recent publicly-avail-
able survey (undertaken by the local edu-
cational agency or the State with the in-
volvement of school officials, members of the
public, and experts in school construction
and management) of such agency’s needs for
public school facilities, including descrip-
tions of—

‘‘(i) the overall condition of the local edu-
cational agency’s school facilities, including
health and safety problems,

‘‘(ii) the capacity of the agency’s schools
to house projected enrollments, and

‘‘(iii) the extent to which the agency’s
schools offer the physical infrastructure
needed to provide a high-quality education
to all students,

‘‘(B) a description of how the local edu-
cational agency will use its allocation under
this subsection to address the needs identi-
fied under subparagraph (A), and

‘‘(C) a description of how the local edu-
cational agency will ensure that its alloca-
tion under this subsection is used only to
supplement, and not supplant, the amount of
school construction, rehabilitation, or repair
in the locality that would have occurred in
the absence of such allocation.
A rule similar to the rule of the last sen-
tence of subsection (d)(6) shall apply for pur-
poses of this paragraph.

‘‘(f) CARRYOVER OF UNUSED LIMITATION.—If
for any calendar year—

‘‘(1) the amount allocated under subsection
(d) to any State, exceeds

‘‘(2) the amount of bonds issued during
such year which are designated under sub-
section (a) pursuant to such allocation,
the limitation amount under such subsection
for such State for the following calendar
year shall be increased by the amount of
such excess. A similar rule shall apply to the
amounts allocated under subsection (d)(5) or
(e).

‘‘(g) SPECIAL RULES RELATING TO ARBI-
TRAGE.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A bond shall not be
treated as failing to meet the requirement of
subsection (a)(1) solely by reason of the fact
that the proceeds of the issue of which such
bond is a part are invested for a temporary
period (but not more than 36 months) until
such proceeds are needed for the purpose for
which such issue was issued.

‘‘(2) BINDING COMMITMENT REQUIREMENT.—
Paragraph (1) shall apply to an issue only if,
as of the date of issuance, there is a reason-
able expectation that—

‘‘(A) at least 10 percent of the proceeds of
the issue will be spent within the 6-month
period beginning on such date for the pur-
pose for which such issue was issued, and

‘‘(B) the remaining proceeds of the issue
will be spent with due diligence for such pur-
pose.

‘‘(3) EARNINGS ON PROCEEDS.—Any earnings
on proceeds during the temporary period
shall be treated as proceeds of the issue for
purposes of applying subsection (a)(1) and
paragraph (1) of this subsection.

‘‘PART III—INCENTIVES FOR EDUCATION
ZONES

‘‘Sec. 1400H. Qualified zone academy bonds.
‘‘Sec. 1400I. Corporate contributions to spe-

cialized training centers.

‘‘SEC. 1400H. QUALIFIED ZONE ACADEMY BONDS.

‘‘(a) QUALIFIED ZONE ACADEMY BOND.—For
purposes of this subchapter—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified zone
academy bond’ means any bond issued as
part of an issue if—

‘‘(A) 95 percent or more of the proceeds of
such issue are to be used for a qualified pur-
pose with respect to a qualified zone acad-
emy established by a local educational agen-
cy,

‘‘(B) the bond is issued by a State or local
government within the jurisdiction of which
such academy is located,

‘‘(C) the issuer—
‘‘(i) designates such bond for purposes of

this section,
‘‘(ii) certifies that it has written assur-

ances that the private business contribution
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requirement of paragraph (2) will be met
with respect to such academy, and

‘‘(iii) certifies that it has the written ap-
proval of the local educational agency for
such bond issuance, and

‘‘(D) the term of each bond which is part of
such issue does not exceed 15 years.
Rules similar to the rules of section 1400G(g)
shall apply for purposes of paragraph (1).

‘‘(2) PRIVATE BUSINESS CONTRIBUTION RE-
QUIREMENT.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of para-
graph (1), the private business contribution
requirement of this paragraph is met with
respect to any issue if the local educational
agency that established the qualified zone
academy has written commitments from pri-
vate entities to make qualified contributions
having a present value (as of the date of
issuance of the issue) of not less than 10 per-
cent of the proceeds of the issue.

‘‘(B) QUALIFIED CONTRIBUTIONS.—For pur-
poses of subparagraph (A), the term ‘quali-
fied contribution’ means any contribution
(of a type and quality acceptable to the local
educational agency) of—

‘‘(i) equipment for use in the qualified zone
academy (including state-of-the-art tech-
nology and vocational equipment),

‘‘(ii) technical assistance in developing
curriculum or in training teachers in order
to promote appropriate market driven tech-
nology in the classroom,

‘‘(iii) services of employees as volunteer
mentors,

‘‘(iv) internships, field trips, or other edu-
cational opportunities outside the academy
for students, or

‘‘(v) any other property or service specified
by the local educational agency.

‘‘(3) QUALIFIED ZONE ACADEMY.—The term
‘qualified zone academy’ means any public
school (or academic program within a public
school) which is established by and operated
under the supervision of a local educational
agency to provide education or training
below the postsecondary level if—

‘‘(A) such public school or program (as the
case may be) is designed in cooperation with
business to enhance the academic cur-
riculum, increase graduation and employ-
ment rates, and better prepare students for
the rigors of college and the increasingly
complex workforce,

‘‘(B) students in such public school or pro-
gram (as the case may be) will be subject to
the same academic standards and assess-
ments as other students educated by the
local educational agency,

‘‘(C) the comprehensive education plan of
such public school or program is approved by
the local educational agency, and

‘‘(D)(i) such public school is located in an
empowerment zone or enterprise community
(including any such zone or community des-
ignated after the date of the enactment of
this section), or

‘‘(ii) there is a reasonable expectation (as
of the date of issuance of the bonds) that at
least 35 percent of the students attending
such school or participating in such program
(as the case may be) will be eligible for free
or reduced-cost lunches under the school
lunch program established under the Na-
tional School Lunch Act.

‘‘(4) QUALIFIED PURPOSE.—The term ‘quali-
fied purpose’ means, with respect to any
qualified zone academy—

‘‘(A) constructing, rehabilitating, or re-
pairing the public school facility in which
the academy is established,

‘‘(B) acquiring the land on which such fa-
cility is to be constructed with part of the
proceeds of such issue,

‘‘(C) providing equipment for use at such
academy,

‘‘(D) developing course materials for edu-
cation to be provided at such academy, and

‘‘(E) training teachers and other school
personnel in such academy.

‘‘(b) LIMITATIONS ON AMOUNT OF BONDS
DESIGNATED.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—There is a national zone
academy bond limitation for each calendar
year. Such limitation is—

‘‘(A) $400,000,000 for 1998,
‘‘(B) $400,000,000 for 1999,
‘‘(C) $1,000,000,000 for 2000,
‘‘(D) $1,400,000,000 for 2001, and
‘‘(E) except as provided in paragraph (3),

zero after 2001.
‘‘(2) ALLOCATION OF LIMITATION.—
‘‘(A) ALLOCATION AMONG STATES.—
‘‘(i) 1998 AND 1999 LIMITATIONS.—The na-

tional zone academy bond limitations for
calendar years 1998 and 1999 shall be allo-
cated by the Secretary among the States on
the basis of their respective populations of
individuals below the poverty line (as de-
fined by the Office of Management and Budg-
et).

‘‘(ii) LIMITATION AFTER 1999.—The national
zone academy bond limitation for any cal-
endar year after 1999 shall be allocated by
the Secretary among the States in the man-
ner prescribed by section 1400G(d); except
that in making the allocation under this
clause, the Secretary shall take into
account—

‘‘(I) Basic Grants attributable to large
local educational agencies (as defined in sec-
tion 1400G(e)).

‘‘(II) the national zone academy bond limi-
tation.

‘‘(B) ALLOCATION TO LOCAL EDUCATIONAL
AGENCIES.—The limitation amount allocated
to a State under subparagraph (A) shall be
allocated by the State education agency to
qualified zone academies within such State.

‘‘(C) DESIGNATION SUBJECT TO LIMITATION
AMOUNT.—The maximum aggregate face
amount of bonds issued during any calendar
year which may be designated under sub-
section (a) with respect to any qualified zone
academy shall not exceed the limitation
amount allocated to such academy under
subparagraph (B) for such calendar year.

‘‘(3) CARRYOVER OF UNUSED LIMITATION.—If
for any calendar year—

‘‘(A) the limitation amount under this sub-
section for any State, exceeds

‘‘(B) the amount of bonds issued during
such year which are designated under sub-
section (a) (or the corresponding provisions
of prior law) with respect to qualified zone
academies within such State,
the limitation amount under this subsection
for such State for the following calendar
year shall be increased by the amount of
such excess.
‘‘SEC. 1400I. CORPORATE CONTRIBUTIONS TO

SPECIALIZED TRAINING CENTERS.
‘‘(a) GENERAL RULE.—For purposes of sec-

tion 38, in the case of a corporation, the spe-
cialized training center credit determined
under this section is an amount equal to 50
percent of the amount of the designated
qualified contributions made by the taxpayer
during the taxable year to a specialized
training center.

‘‘(b) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this
section—

‘‘(1) SPECIALIZED TRAINING CENTER.—The
term ‘specialized training center’ means any
qualified zone academy (as defined in section
1400H(a)(3))—

‘‘(A) which is located in an empowerment
zone or enterprise community, or

‘‘(B) which is located in proximity to such
a zone or community and a significant num-
ber of the students attending such academy
have their principal place of abode in such
zone or community.

‘‘(2) DESIGNATED QUALIFIED CONTRIBU-
TIONS.—The term ‘designated qualified con-
tribution’ means any contribution—

‘‘(A) which is made pursuant to an agree-
ment under which the taxpayer participates
in the design of the academic program of the
specialized training center, and

‘‘(B) which is designated under subsection
(c).

‘‘(c) DESIGNATION OF CONTRIBUTIONS.—
‘‘(1) LIMITATION ON AMOUNT DESIGNATED.—

The maximum amount of contributions
made which may be designated under this
subsection with respect to all specialized
training centers located an empowerment
zone or enterprise community shall not
exceed—

‘‘(A) $8,000,000 in the case of an empower-
ment zone, and

‘‘(B) $2,000,000 in the case of an enterprise
community.

‘‘(2) DESIGNATIONS.—Designations under
this subsection shall be made (in consulta-
tion with the local educational agency) by
the local government agency responsible for
implementing the strategic plan described in
section 1391(f)(2) for the empowerment zone
or enterprise community.

‘‘(d) VALUE OF CONTRIBUTIONS.—The
amount of any designated qualified contribu-
tion which may be taken into account under
this section shall be—

‘‘(1) the amount of such contribution which
would be allowed as a deduction under sec-
tion 170 without regard to section 280C(d), or

‘‘(2) in the case of a contribution of serv-
ices performed on the premises of a special-
ized training center by an employee of the
taxpayer, the amount of wages (as defined in
section 3306(b) but without regard to any dol-
lar limitation contained in such section)
paid by the taxpayer for such services.’’

(b) REPORTING.—Subsection (d) of section
6049 (relating to returns regarding payments
of interest) is amended by adding at the end
the following new paragraph:

‘‘(8) REPORTING OF CREDIT ON QUALIFIED
PUBLIC SCHOOL MODERNIZATION BONDS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of sub-
section (a), the term ‘interest’ includes
amounts includible in gross income under
section 1400F(f) and such amounts shall be
treated as paid on the credit allowance date
(as defined in section 1400F(d)(2)).

‘‘(B) REPORTING TO CORPORATIONS, ETC.—
Except as otherwise provided in regulations,
in the case of any interest described in sub-
paragraph (A) of this paragraph, subsection
(b)(4) of this section shall be applied without
regard to subparagraphs (A), (H), (I), (J), (K),
and (L)(i).

‘‘(C) REGULATORY AUTHORITY.—The Sec-
retary may prescribe such regulations as are
necessary or appropriate to carry out the
purposes of this paragraph, including regula-
tions which require more frequent or more
detailed reporting.’’

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS RELATED TO
CREDIT FOR CORPORATE CONTRIBUTIONS TO
SPECIALIZED TRAINING CENTERS.—

(1) DENIAL OF DOUBLE BENEFIT.—Section
280C is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection:

‘‘(d) CREDIT FOR CORPORATE CONTRIBUTIONS
TO SPECIALIZED TRAINING CENTERS.—No de-
duction shall be allowed for that portion of
the designated qualified contributions (as de-
fined in section 1400I(b)) made during the
taxable year which is equal to the credit de-
termined for the taxable year under section
1400I(a). Paragraph (3) of subsection (b) shall
apply for purposes of this subsection.’’

(2) CREDIT TO BE PART OF GENERAL BUSINESS
CREDIT.—

(A) Section 38(b) is amended—
(i) by striking ‘‘plus’’ at the end of para-

graph (11),
(ii) by striking the period at the end of

paragraph (12) and inserting ‘‘, plus’’, and
(iii) by adding at the end the following new

paragraph:
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‘‘(13) in the case of a corporation, the spe-

cialized training center credit determined
under section 1400I(a).’’

(B) Subsection (d) of section 39 (relating to
carryback and carryforward of unused cred-
its) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘‘(9) NO CARRYBACK OF SECTION 1400I CREDIT
BEFORE JANUARY 1, 2000.—No portion of the
unused business credit for any taxable year
which is attributable to the credit deter-
mined under section 1400I may be carried
back to a taxable year beginning before Jan-
uary 1, 2000.’’.

(d) OTHER CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Subchapter U of chapter 1 is amended

by striking part IV, by redesignating part V
as part IV, and by redesignating section
1397F as section 1397E.

(2) The table of subchapters for chapter 1 is
amended by adding at the end the following
new item:
‘‘Subchapter X. Public school modernization

provisions.’’

(3) The table of parts of subchapter U of
chapter 1 is amended by striking the last 2
items and inserting the following item:
‘‘Part IV. Regulations.’’

(e) APPLICATION OF CERTAIN LABOR STAND-
ARDS ON CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS FINANCED
UNDER PUBLIC SCHOOL MODERNIZATION PRO-
GRAM.—Section 439 of the General Education
Provisions Act (relating to labor standards)
is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(a)’’ before ‘‘All laborers
and mechanics’’, and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(b)(1) For purposes of this section, the

term ‘applicable program’ also includes the
qualified zone academy bond provisions en-
acted by section 226 of the Taxpayer Relief
Act of 1997 and the program established by
section 2 of the Public School Modernization
Act of 1999.

‘‘(2) A State or local government partici-
pating in a program described in paragraph
(1) shall—

‘‘(A) in the awarding of contracts, give pri-
ority to contractors with substantial num-
bers of employees residing in the local edu-
cation area to be served by the school being
constructed; and

‘‘(B) include in the construction contract
for such school a requirement that the con-
tractor give priority in hiring new workers
to individuals residing in such local edu-
cation area.

‘‘(3) In the case of a program described in
paragraph (1), nothing in this subsection or
subsection (a) shall be construed to deny any
tax credit allowed under such program. If
amounts are required to be withheld from
contractors to pay wages to which workers
are entitled, such amounts shall be treated
as expended for construction purposes in de-
termining whether the requirements of such
program are met.’’.

(f) EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ACTIVITIES
RELATING TO CONSTRUCTION OR RECONSTRUC-
TION OF PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 134 of the Work-
force Investment Act of 1998 (29 U.S.C. 2864)
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(f) LOCAL EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING AC-
TIVITIES RELATING TO CONSTRUCTION OR RE-
CONSTRUCTION OF PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILI-
TIES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In order to provide train-
ing services related to construction or recon-
struction of public school facilities receiving
funding assistance under an applicable pro-
gram, each State shall establish a special-
ized program of training meeting the fol-
lowing requirements:

‘‘(A) The specialized program provides
training for jobs in the construction indus-
try.

‘‘(B) The program is designed to provide
trained workers for projects for the con-
struction or reconstruction of public school
facilities receiving funding assistance under
an applicable program.

‘‘(C) The program is designed to ensure
that skilled workers (residing in the area to
be served by the school facilities) will be
available for the construction or reconstruc-
tion work.

‘‘(2) COORDINATION.—The specialized pro-
gram established under paragraph (1) shall
be integrated with other activities under
this Act, with the activities carried out
under the National Apprenticeship Act of
1937 by the State Apprenticeship Council or
through the Bureau of Apprenticeship and
Training in the Department of Labor, as ap-
propriate, and with activities carried out
under the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and
Technical Education Act of 1998. Nothing in
this subsection shall be construed to require
services duplicative of those referred to in
the preceding sentence.

‘‘(3) APPLICABLE PROGRAM.—In this sub-
section, the term ‘applicable program’ has
the meaning given the term in section 439(b)
of the General Education Provisions Act (re-
lating to labor standards).’’.

(2) STATE PLAN.—Section 112(b)(17)(A) of
the Workforce Investment Act of 1998 (29
U.S.C. 2822(b)(17)(A)) is amended—

(A) in clause (iii), by striking ‘‘and’’ at the
end;

(B) by redesignating clause (iv) as clause
(v); and

(C) by inserting after clause (iii) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(iv) how the State will establish and
carry out a specialized program of training
under section 134(f); and’’.

(g) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-

vided in this subsection, the amendments
made by this section shall apply to obliga-
tions issued after December 31, 1999.

(2) CREDIT FOR CORPORATE CONTRIBUTIONS
TO SPECIALIZED TRAINING CENTERS.—Section
1400I of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (as
added by this section) shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1999.

(3) REPEAL OF RESTRICTION ON ZONE ACAD-
EMY BOND HOLDERS.—In the case of bonds to
which section 1397E of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 (as in effect before the date of
the enactment of this Act) applies, the limi-
tation of such section to eligible taxpayers
(as defined in subsection (d)(6) of such sec-
tion) shall not apply after the date of the en-
actment of this Act.

(4) APPLICATION OF LABOR STANDARDS;
TRAINING PROGRAM.—The amendments made
by subsections (e) and (f) shall take effect on
the date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 202. EXTENSION OF EXCLUSION FOR EM-

PLOYER-PROVIDED EDUCATIONAL
ASSISTANCE; EXCLUSION TO APPLY
TO ASSISTANCE FOR GRADUATE
EDUCATION.

(a) PERMANENT EXTENSION.—Subsection (d)
of section 127 is hereby repealed.

(b) EXCLUSION TO APPLY TO GRADUATE STU-
DENTS.—The last sentence of section 127(c)(1)
is amended by striking ‘‘hobbies’’ and all
that follows and inserting ‘‘hobbies.’’

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to courses
beginning after May 31, 2000.

TITLE III—INCENTIVES FOR HEALTH
CARE AND LONG-TERM CARE

SEC. 301. LONG-TERM CARE TAX CREDIT.
(a) ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 24(a) (relating to

allowance of child tax credit) is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(a) ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT.—There shall be
allowed as a credit against the tax imposed

by this chapter for the taxable year an
amount equal to the sum of—

‘‘(1) $500 multiplied by the number of quali-
fying children of the taxpayer, plus

‘‘(2) $1,000 multiplied by the number of ap-
plicable individuals with respect to whom
the taxpayer is an eligible caregiver for the
taxable year.’’

(2) ADDITIONAL CREDIT FOR TAXPAYER WITH 3
OR MORE SEPARATE CREDIT AMOUNTS.—So
much of section 24(d) as precedes paragraph
(1)(A) thereof is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(d) ADDITIONAL CREDIT FOR TAXPAYERS
WITH 3 OR MORE SEPARATE CREDIT
AMOUNTS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If the sum of the number
of qualifying children of the taxpayer and
the number of applicable individuals with re-
spect to which the taxpayer is an eligible
caregiver is 3 or more for any taxable year,
the aggregate credits allowed under subpart
C shall be increased by the lesser of—’’.

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(A) The heading for section 32(n) is amend-

ed by striking ‘‘CHILD’’ and inserting ‘‘FAM-
ILY CARE’’.

(B) The heading for section 24 is amended
to read as follows:
‘‘SEC. 24. FAMILY CARE CREDIT.’’

(C) The table of sections for subpart A of
part IV of subchapter A of chapter 1 is
amended by striking the item relating to
section 24 and inserting the following new
item:

‘‘Sec. 24. Family care credit.’’.
(b) DEFINITIONS.—Section 24(c) (defining

qualifying child) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘‘(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this
section—

‘‘(1) QUALIFYING CHILD.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualifying

child’ means any individual if—
‘‘(i) the taxpayer is allowed a deduction

under section 151 with respect to such indi-
vidual for the taxable year,

‘‘(ii) such individual has not attained the
age of 17 as of the close of the calendar year
in which the taxable year of the taxpayer be-
gins, and

‘‘(iii) such individual bears a relationship
to the taxpayer described in section
32(c)(3)(B).

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN NONCITIZENS.—
The term ‘qualifying child’ shall not include
any individual who would not be a dependent
if the first sentence of section 152(b)(3) were
applied without regard to all that follows
‘resident of the United States’.

‘‘(2) APPLICABLE INDIVIDUAL.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘applicable in-

dividual’ means, with respect to any taxable
year, any individual who has been certified,
before the due date for filing the return of
tax for the taxable year (without exten-
sions), by a physician (as defined in section
1861(r)(1) of the Social Security Act) as being
an individual with long-term care needs de-
scribed in subparagraph (B) for a period—

‘‘(i) which is at least 180 consecutive days,
and

‘‘(ii) a portion of which occurs within the
taxable year.
Such term shall not include any individual
otherwise meeting the requirements of the
preceding sentence unless within the 391⁄2
month period ending on such due date (or
such other period as the Secretary pre-
scribes) a physician (as so defined) has cer-
tified that such individual meets such re-
quirements.

‘‘(B) INDIVIDUALS WITH LONG-TERM CARE
NEEDS.—An individual is described in this
subparagraph if the individual meets any of
the following requirements:

‘‘(i) The individual is at least 6 years of age
and—
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‘‘(I) is unable to perform (without substan-

tial assistance from another individual) at
least 3 activities of daily living (as defined in
section 7702B(c)(2)(B)) due to a loss of func-
tional capacity, or

‘‘(II) requires substantial supervision to
protect such individual from threats to
health and safety due to severe cognitive im-
pairment and is unable to perform at least 1
activity of daily living (as so defined) or to
the extent provided in regulations prescribed
by the Secretary (in consultation with the
Secretary of Health and Human Services), is
unable to engage in age appropriate activi-
ties.

‘‘(ii) The individual is at least 2 but not 6
years of age and is unable due to a loss of
functional capacity to perform (without sub-
stantial assistance from another individual)
at least 2 of the following activities: eating,
transferring, or mobility.

‘‘(iii) The individual is under 2 years of age
and requires specific durable medical equip-
ment by reason of a severe health condition
or requires a skilled practitioner trained to
address the individual’s condition to be
available if the individual’s parents or
guardians are absent.

‘‘(3) ELIGIBLE CAREGIVER.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A taxpayer shall be

treated as an eligible caregiver for any tax-
able year with respect to the following indi-
viduals:

‘‘(i) The taxpayer.
‘‘(ii) The taxpayer’s spouse.
‘‘(iii) An individual with respect to whom

the taxpayer is allowed a deduction under
section 151 for the taxable year.

‘‘(iv) An individual who would be described
in clause (iii) for the taxable year if section
151(c)(1)(A) were applied by substituting for
the exemption amount an amount equal to
the sum of the exemption amount the stand-
ard deduction under section 63(c)(2)(C), and
any additional standard deduction under sec-
tion 63(c)(3) which would be applicable to the
individual if clause (iii) applied.

‘‘(v) An individual who would be described
in clause (iii) for the taxable year if—

‘‘(I) the requirements of clause (iv) are met
with respect to the individual, and

‘‘(II) the requirements of subparagraph (B)
are met with respect to the individual in lieu
of the support test of section 152(a).

‘‘(B) RESIDENCY TEST.—The requirements
of this subparagraph are met if an individual
has as his principal place of abode the home
of the taxpayer and—

‘‘(i) in the case of an individual who is an
ancestor or descendant of the taxpayer or
the taxpayer’s spouse, is a member of the
taxpayer’s household for over half the tax-
able year, or

‘‘(ii) in the case of any other individual, is
a member of the taxpayer’s household for the
entire taxable year.

‘‘(C) SPECIAL RULES WHERE MORE THAN 1 ELI-
GIBLE CAREGIVER.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—If more than 1 individual
is an eligible caregiver with respect to the
same applicable individual for taxable years
ending with or within the same calendar
year, a taxpayer shall be treated as the eligi-
ble caregiver if each such individual (other
than the taxpayer) files a written declara-
tion (in such form and manner as the Sec-
retary may prescribe) that such individual
will not claim such applicable individual for
the credit under this section.

‘‘(ii) NO AGREEMENT.—If each individual re-
quired under clause (i) to file a written dec-
laration under clause (i) does not do so, the
individual with the highest modified ad-
justed gross income (as defined in section
32(c)(5)) shall be treated as the eligible care-
giver.

‘‘(iii) MARRIED INDIVIDUALS FILING SEPA-
RATELY.—In the case of married individuals

filing separately, the determination under
this subparagraph as to whether the husband
or wife is the eligible caregiver shall be made
under the rules of clause (ii) (whether or not
one of them has filed a written declaration
under clause (i)).’’.

(c) IDENTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 24(e) is amended

by adding at the end the following new sen-
tence: ‘‘No credit shall be allowed under this
section to a taxpayer with respect to any ap-
plicable individual unless the taxpayer in-
cludes the name and taxpayer identification
number of such individual, and the identi-
fication number of the physician certifying
such individual, on the return of tax for the
taxable year.’’.

(2) ASSESSMENT.—Section 6213(g)(2)(I) is
amended—

(A) by inserting ‘‘or physician identifica-
tion’’ after ‘‘correct TIN’’, and

(B) by striking ‘‘child’’ and inserting ‘‘fam-
ily care’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1999.
SEC. 302. DEDUCTION FOR 100 PERCENT OF

HEALTH INSURANCE COSTS OF
SELF-EMPLOYED INDIVIDUALS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section
162(l) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(1) ALLOWANCE OF DEDUCTION.—In the case
of an individual who is an employee within
the meaning of section 401(c)(1), there shall
be allowed as a deduction under this section
an amount equal to 100 percent of the
amount paid during the taxable year for in-
surance which constitutes medical care for
the taxpayer, his spouse, and dependents.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1999.

TITLE IV—PERMANENT EXTENSION OF
CERTAIN EXPIRING PROVISIONS

SEC. 401. RESEARCH CREDIT.
(a) PERMANENT EXTENSION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 41 is amended by

striking subsection (h).
(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Paragraph

(1) of section 45C(b) is amended by striking
subparagraph (D).

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall apply to
amounts paid or incurred after June 30, 1999.

(b) INCREASE IN PERCENTAGES UNDER AL-
TERNATIVE INCREMENTAL CREDIT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) of sec-
tion 41(c)(4) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘1.65 percent’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘2.65 percent’’,

(B) by striking ‘‘2.2 percent’’ and inserting
‘‘3.2 percent’’, and

(C) by striking ‘‘2.75 percent’’ and inserting
‘‘3.75 percent’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall apply to tax-
able years beginning after June 30, 1999.
SEC. 402. WORK OPPORTUNITY AND WELFARE-

TO-WORK CREDITS.
(a) WORK OPPORTUNITY CREDIT.—Sub-

section (c) of section 51 is amended by strik-
ing paragraph (4).

(b) WELFARE-TO-WORK CREDIT.—Section
51A is amended by striking subsection (f).

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to individ-
uals who begin work for the employer after
June 30, 1999.
SEC. 403. SUBPART F EXEMPTION FOR ACTIVE FI-

NANCING INCOME.
(a) EXEMPT INSURANCE INCOME.—Section

953(e) is amended by striking paragraph (10)
and by redesignating paragraph (11) as para-
graph (10).

(b) FOREIGN PERSONAL HOLDING COMPANY
INCOME.—Section 954(h) is amended by strik-
ing paragraph (9).

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1999.
SEC. 404. EXPENSING OF ENVIRONMENTAL REME-

DIATION COSTS.
Section 198 is amended by striking sub-

section (h).
TITLE V—COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

INITIATIVES
SEC. 501. INCREASE IN STATE CEILING ON LOW-

INCOME HOUSING CREDIT.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Clause (i) of section

42(h)(3)(C) is amended by striking ‘‘$1.25’’ and
inserting ‘‘$1.75’’.

(b) ADJUSTMENT OF STATE CEILING FOR IN-
CREASES IN COST-OF-LIVING.—Paragraph (3) of
section 42(h) (relating to housing credit dol-
lar amount for agencies) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new subpara-
graph:

‘‘(H) COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENT.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a calendar

year after 2000, the dollar amount contained
in subparagraph (C)(i) shall be increased by
an amount equal to—

‘‘(I) such dollar amount, multiplied by
‘‘(II) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-

mined under section 1(f)(3) for such calendar
year by substituting ‘calendar year 1999’ for
‘calendar year 1992’ in subparagraph (B)
thereof.

‘‘(ii) ROUNDING.—If any increase under
clause (i) is not a multiple of 5 cents, such
increase shall be rounded to the next lowest
multiple of 5 cents.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to calendar
years after 1999.
SEC. 502. NEW MARKETS TAX CREDIT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart D of part IV of
subchapter A of chapter 1 (relating to busi-
ness-related credits) is amended by adding at
the end the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 45D. NEW MARKETS TAX CREDIT.

‘‘(a) ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of section

38, in the case of a taxpayer who holds a
qualified equity investment on a credit al-
lowance date of such investment which oc-
curs during the taxable year, the new mar-
kets tax credit determined under this section
for such taxable year is an amount equal to
6 percent of the amount paid to the qualified
community development entity for such in-
vestment at its original issue.

‘‘(2) CREDIT ALLOWANCE DATE.—The term
‘credit allowance date’ means, with respect
to any qualified equity investment—

‘‘(A) the date on which such investment is
initially made, and

‘‘(B) each of the 4 anniversary dates of
such date thereafter.

‘‘(b) QUALIFIED EQUITY INVESTMENT.—For
purposes of this section—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified eq-
uity investment’ means any equity invest-
ment in a qualified community development
entity if—

‘‘(A) such investment is acquired by the
taxpayer at its original issue (directly or
through an underwriter) solely in exchange
for cash,

‘‘(B) substantially all of such cash is used
by the qualified community development en-
tity to make qualified low-income commu-
nity investments, and

‘‘(C) such investment is designated for pur-
poses of this section by the qualified commu-
nity development entity.
Such term shall not include any equity in-
vestment issued by a qualified community
development entity more than 5 years after
the date that such entity receives an alloca-
tion under subsection (f). Any allocation not
used within such 5-year period may be reallo-
cated by the Secretary under subsection (f).

‘‘(2) LIMITATION.—The maximum amount of
equity investments issued by a qualified
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community development entity which may
be designated under paragraph (1)(C) by such
entity shall not exceed the portion of the
limitation amount allocated under sub-
section (f) to such entity.

‘‘(3) SAFE HARBOR FOR DETERMINING USE OF
CASH.—The requirement of paragraph (1)(B)
shall be treated as met if at least 85 percent
of the aggregate gross assets of the qualified
community development entity are invested
in qualified low-income community invest-
ments.

‘‘(4) TREATMENT OF SUBSEQUENT PUR-
CHASERS.—The term ‘qualified equity invest-
ment’ includes any equity investment which
would (but for paragraph (1)(A)) be a quali-
fied equity investment in the hands of the
taxpayer if such investment was a qualified
equity investment in the hands of a prior
holder.

‘‘(5) REDEMPTIONS.—A rule similar to the
rule of section 1202(c)(3) shall apply for pur-
poses of this subsection.

‘‘(6) EQUITY INVESTMENT.—The term ‘equity
investment’ means—

‘‘(A) any stock in a qualified community
development entity which is a corporation,
and

‘‘(B) any capital interest in a qualified
community development entity which is a
partnership.

‘‘(c) QUALIFIED COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
ENTITY.—For purposes of this section—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified com-
munity development entity’ means any do-
mestic corporation or partnership if—

‘‘(A) the primary mission of the entity is
serving, or providing investment capital for,
low-income communities or low-income per-
sons,

‘‘(B) the entity maintains accountability
to residents of low-income communities
through representation on governing or advi-
sory boards or otherwise, and

‘‘(C) the entity is certified by the Sec-
retary for purposes of this section as being a
qualified community development entity.

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULES FOR CERTAIN ORGANIZA-
TIONS.—The requirements of paragraph (1)
shall be treated as met by—

‘‘(A) any specialized small business invest-
ment company (as defined in section
1044(c)(3)), and

‘‘(B) any community development finan-
cial institution (as defined in section 103 of
the Community Development Banking and
Financial Institutions Act of 1994 (12 U.S.C.
4702)).

‘‘(d) QUALIFIED LOW-INCOME COMMUNITY IN-
VESTMENTS.—For purposes of this section—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified low-
income community investment’ means—

‘‘(A) any equity investment in, or loan to,
any qualified active low-income community
business,

‘‘(B) the purchase from another commu-
nity development entity of any loan made by
such entity which is a qualified low-income
community investment if the amount re-
ceived by such other entity from such pur-
chase is used by such other entity to make
qualified low-income community invest-
ments,

‘‘(C) financial counseling and other serv-
ices specified in regulations prescribed by
the Secretary to businesses located in, and
residents of, low-income communities, and

‘‘(D) any equity investment in, or loan to,
any qualified community development enti-
ty if substantially all of the investment or
loan is used by such entity to make qualified
low-income community investments de-
scribed in subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C).

‘‘(2) QUALIFIED ACTIVE LOW-INCOME COMMU-
NITY BUSINESS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of para-
graph (1), the term ‘qualified active low-in-
come community business’ means, with re-

spect to any taxable year, any corporation or
partnership if for such year—

‘‘(i) at least 50 percent of the total gross
income of such entity is derived from the ac-
tive conduct of a qualified business within
any low-income community,

‘‘(ii) a substantial portion of the use of the
tangible property of such entity (whether
owned or leased) is within any low-income
community,

‘‘(iii) a substantial portion of the services
performed for such entity by its employees
are performed in any low-income commu-
nity,

‘‘(iv) less than 5 percent of the average of
the aggregate unadjusted bases of the prop-
erty of such entity is attributable to collect-
ibles (as defined in section 408(m)(2)) other
than collectibles that are held primarily for
sale to customers in the ordinary course of
such business, and

‘‘(v) less than 5 percent of the average of
the aggregate unadjusted bases of the prop-
erty of such entity is attributable to non-
qualified financial property (as defined in
section 1397B(e)).

‘‘(B) PROPRIETORSHIP.—Such term shall in-
clude any business carried on by an indi-
vidual as a proprietor if such business would
meet the requirements of subparagraph (A)
were it incorporated.

‘‘(C) PORTIONS OF BUSINESS MAY BE QUALI-
FIED ACTIVE LOW-INCOME COMMUNITY BUSI-
NESS.—The term ‘qualified active low-income
community business’ includes any trades or
businesses which would qualify as a qualified
active low-income community business if
such trades or businesses were separately in-
corporated.

‘‘(3) QUALIFIED BUSINESS.—For purposes of
this subsection, the term ‘qualified business’
has the meaning given to such term by sec-
tion 1397B(d); except that—

‘‘(A) in lieu of applying paragraph (2)(B)
thereof, the rental to others of real property
located in any low-income community shall
be treated as a qualified business if there are
substantial improvements located on such
property,

‘‘(B) paragraph (3) thereof shall not apply,
and

‘‘(C) such term shall not include any busi-
ness if a significant portion of the equity in-
terests in such business are held by any per-
son who holds a significant portion of the eq-
uity investments in the community develop-
ment entity.

‘‘(e) LOW-INCOME COMMUNITY.—For pur-
poses of this section—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘low-income
community’ means any population census
tract if—

‘‘(A) the poverty rate for such tract is at
least 20 percent, or

‘‘(B)(i) in the case of a tract not located
within a metropolitan area, the median fam-
ily income for such tract does not exceed 80
percent of statewide median family income,
or

‘‘(ii) in the case of a tract located within a
metropolitan area, the median family in-
come for such tract does not exceed 80 per-
cent of the greater of statewide median fam-
ily income or the metropolitan area median
family income.

‘‘(2) AREAS NOT WITHIN CENSUS TRACTS.—In
the case of an area which is not tracted for
population census tracts, the equivalent
county divisions (as defined by the Bureau of
the Census for purposes of defining poverty
areas) shall be used for purposes of deter-
mining poverty rates and median family in-
come.

‘‘(f) NATIONAL LIMITATION ON AMOUNT OF
INVESTMENTS DESIGNATED.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—There is a new markets
tax credit limitation of $1,200,000,000 for each
of calendar years 2000 through 2004.

‘‘(2) ALLOCATION OF LIMITATION.—The limi-
tation under paragraph (1) shall be allocated
by the Secretary among qualified commu-
nity development entities selected by the
Secretary. In making allocations under the
preceding sentence, the Secretary shall give
priority to entities with records of having
successfully provided capital or technical as-
sistance to disadvantaged businesses or com-
munities.

‘‘(3) CARRYOVER OF UNUSED LIMITATION.—If
the new markets tax credit limitation for
any calendar year exceeds the aggregate
amount allocated under paragraph (2) for
such year, such limitation for the succeeding
calendar year shall be increased by the
amount of such excess.

‘‘(g) RECAPTURE OF CREDIT IN CERTAIN

CASES.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If, at any time during

the 5-year period beginning on the date of
the original issue of a qualified equity in-
vestment in a qualified community develop-
ment entity, there is a recapture event with
respect to such investment, then the tax im-
posed by this chapter for the taxable year in
which such event occurs shall be increased
by the credit recapture amount.

‘‘(2) CREDIT RECAPTURE AMOUNT.—For pur-
poses of paragraph (1), the credit recapture
amount is an amount equal to the sum of—

‘‘(A) the aggregate decrease in the credits
allowed to the taxpayer under section 38 for
all prior taxable years which would have re-
sulted if no credit had been determined
under this section with respect to such in-
vestment, plus

‘‘(B) interest at the overpayment rate es-
tablished under section 6611 on the amount
determined under subparagraph (A) for each
prior taxable year for the period beginning
on the due date for filing the return for the
prior taxable year involved.
No deduction shall be allowed under this
chapter for interest described in subpara-
graph (B).

‘‘(3) RECAPTURE EVENT.—For purposes of
paragraph (1), there is a recapture event with
respect to an equity investment in a quali-
fied community development entity if—

‘‘(A) such entity ceases to be a qualified
community development entity,

‘‘(B) the proceeds of the investment cease
to be used as required of subsection (b)(1)(B),
or

‘‘(C) such investment is redeemed by such
entity.

‘‘(4) SPECIAL RULES.—
‘‘(A) TAX BENEFIT RULE.—The tax for the

taxable year shall be increased under para-
graph (1) only with respect to credits allowed
by reason of this section which were used to
reduce tax liability. In the case of credits
not so used to reduce tax liability, the
carryforwards and carrybacks under section
39 shall be appropriately adjusted.

‘‘(B) NO CREDITS AGAINST TAX.—Any in-
crease in tax under this subsection shall not
be treated as a tax imposed by this chapter
for purposes of determining the amount of
any credit under this chapter or for purposes
of section 55.

‘‘(h) BASIS REDUCTION.—The basis of any
qualified equity investment shall be reduced
by the amount of any credit determined
under this section with respect to such in-
vestment.

‘‘(i) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall
prescribe such regulations as may be appro-
priate to carry out this section, including
regulations—

‘‘(1) which limit the credit for investments
which are directly or indirectly subsidized by
other Federal benefits (including the credit
under section 42 and the exclusion from gross
income under section 103),
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‘‘(2) which prevent the abuse of the provi-

sions of this section through the use of re-
lated parties,

‘‘(3) which impose appropriate reporting re-
quirements

‘‘(4) which apply the provisions of this sec-
tion to newly formed entities.’’

(b) CREDIT MADE PART OF GENERAL BUSI-
NESS CREDIT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (b) of section
38 is amended by striking ‘‘plus’’ at the end
of paragraph (12), by striking the period at
the end of paragraph (13) and inserting ‘‘,
plus’’, and by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(14) the new markets tax credit deter-
mined under section 45D(a).’’

(2) LIMITATION ON CARRYBACK.—Subsection
(d) of section 39 is amended by adding at the
end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(10) NO CARRYBACK OF NEW MARKETS TAX
CREDIT BEFORE JANUARY 1, 2000.—No portion of
the unused business credit for any taxable
year which is attributable to the credit
under section 45D may be carried back to a
taxable year ending before January 1, 2000.’’

(c) DEDUCTION FOR UNUSED CREDIT.—Sub-
section (c) of section 196 is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘and’’ at the end of paragraph (7), by
striking the period at the end of paragraph
(8) and inserting ‘‘, and’’, and by adding at
the end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(9) the new markets tax credit determined
under section 45D(a).’’

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for subpart D of part IV of sub-
chapter A of chapter 1 is amended by adding
at the end the following new item:

‘‘Sec. 45D. New markets tax credit.’’

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to invest-
ments made after December 31, 1999.
SEC. 503. CREDIT TO HOLDERS OF BETTER AMER-

ICA BONDS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart B of part IV of

subchapter A of chapter 1 is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 30B. CREDIT TO HOLDERS OF BETTER

AMERICA BONDS.
‘‘(a) ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT.—In the case of

a taxpayer who holds a Better America Bond
on a credit allowance date of such bond
which occurs during the taxable year, there
shall be allowed as a credit against the tax
imposed by this chapter for such taxable
year an amount equal to the sum of the cred-
its determined under subsection (b) with re-
spect to credit allowance dates during such
year on which the taxpayer holds such bond.

‘‘(b) AMOUNT OF CREDIT.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The amount of the credit

determined under this subsection with re-
spect to any credit allowance date for a Bet-
ter America Bond is 25 percent of the annual
credit determined with respect to such bond.

‘‘(2) ANNUAL CREDIT.—The annual credit de-
termined with respect to any Better America
Bond is the product of—

‘‘(A) the applicable credit rate, multiplied
by

‘‘(B) the outstanding face amount of the
bond.

‘‘(3) APPLICABLE CREDIT RATE.—For pur-
poses of paragraph (1), the applicable credit
rate with respect to an issue is the rate
equal to an average market yield (as of the
day before the date of issuance of the issue)
on outstanding long-term corporate debt ob-
ligations (determined under regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretary).

‘‘(4) SPECIAL RULE FOR ISSUANCE AND RE-
DEMPTION.—In the case of a bond which is
issued during the 3-month period ending on a
credit allowance date, the amount of the
credit determined under this subsection with
respect to such credit allowance date shall

be a ratable portion of the credit otherwise
determined based on the portion of the 3-
month period during which the bond is out-
standing. A similar rule shall apply when the
bond is redeemed.

‘‘(c) BETTER AMERICA BOND.—For purposes
of this section—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘Better Amer-
ica Bond’ means any bond issued as part of
an issue if—

‘‘(A) 95 percent or more of the proceeds of
such issue are to be used for any qualified
purpose,

‘‘(B) the bond is issued by a State or local
government within the jurisdiction of which
the qualified purpose of the issue is to be
carried out,

‘‘(C) the issuer designates such bond for
purposes of this section,

‘‘(D) the term of each bond which is part of
such issue does not exceed 15 years,

‘‘(E) the requirements of section 147(f) are
met with respect to such issue, and

‘‘(F) except in the case of the proceeds of
such issue which are to be used for the quali-
fied purpose described in paragraph
(2)(A)(iv), the payment of the principal of
such issue is secured by taxes of general ap-
plicability imposed by a general purpose gov-
ernmental unit.

‘‘(2) QUALIFIED PURPOSE.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified pur-

pose’ means any of the following:
‘‘(i) The acquisition of land for use as open

space, wetlands, public parks, or greenways,
and the provision of visitor facilities (such as
campgrounds and hiking or biking trails) for
land so used, but only if—

‘‘(I) such land and facilities are to be
owned by the issuer or a qualified owner, and

‘‘(II) the initial owner of such land and fa-
cilities records pursuant to State law a
qualified restrictive covenant with respect
to such land and facilities.

‘‘(ii) The remediation of land acquired
under clause (i) (or other publicly owned
land) to enhance water quality by—

‘‘(I) restoring hydrology or planting trees
or other vegetation,

‘‘(II) undertaking reasonable measures to
control erosion,

‘‘(III) restoring wetlands, or
‘‘(IV) remediating conditions caused by the

prior disposal of toxic or other waste.
‘‘(iii) The acquisition by the issuer or any

qualified owner of any restriction on pri-
vately owned open land which prevents com-
mercial development and any substantial
change in the use or character of the land if
such restriction would, if contributed by the
owner of the open land to a qualified organi-
zation (as defined in section 170(h)(3)), be a
qualified conservation contribution (as de-
fined in section 170(h)).

‘‘(iv) The environmental assessment and
remediation of real property owned by any
State or local government if—

‘‘(I) such property was acquired by such
government as a result of being abandoned
by the prior owner, and

‘‘(II) such property is located in an area at
or on which there has been a release (or
threat of release) or disposal of any haz-
ardous substance (as defined in section 198).

‘‘(B) REMEDIATION OF NATIONAL PRIORITIES
LISTED SITES NOT QUALIFIED PURPOSE.—Sub-
paragraph (A)(ii) shall not apply to remedi-
ation of any site which is on, or proposed for,
the national priorities list under section
105(a)(8)(B) of the Comprehensive Environ-
mental Response, Compensation, and Liabil-
ity Act of 1980.

‘‘(C) QUALIFIED OWNER.—For purposes of
this paragraph, the term ‘qualified owner’
means any organization described in section
501(c)(3) whose exempt purpose includes envi-
ronmental protection.

‘‘(D) QUALIFIED RESTRICTIVE COVENANT.—
For purposes of subparagraph (A)(i)(II), the
term ‘qualified restrictive covenant’ means,
with respect to land or facilities, any cov-
enant which prohibits the person who owns
such land or facilities at the end of the term
of the bond from selling or otherwise permit-
ting a use of such land or facilities which is
not described in subparagraph (A) unless—

‘‘(i) a reasonable period is allowed for a
qualified owner to purchase such land or fa-
cilities,

‘‘(ii) the purchase price is not greater than
the price originally paid in conjunction with
the expenditure of bond proceeds, and

‘‘(iii) the purchaser records pursuant to
State law a covenant with respect to the
purchased land and facilities which protects
in perpetuity the use of such land and facili-
ties for a use described in subparagraph (A).

‘‘(3) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY REQUIREMENT,
ETC.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘Better Amer-
ica Bond’ shall not include any bond which is
part of an issue if—

‘‘(i) any portion of the proceeds of the issue
are to be used for any private business use
(as defined in section 141(b)(6)), or

‘‘(ii) the payment of the principal of, or the
interest on, any portion of such proceeds is
(under the terms of such issue or any under-
lying arrangement) directly or indirectly se-
cured or to be derived as described in sub-
paragraph (A) or (B) of section 141(b)(2).

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION.—Subparagraph (A) shall
not apply to proceeds used for a qualified
purpose described in paragraph (2)(A)(iv).

‘‘(d) LIMITATION ON AMOUNT OF BONDS DES-
IGNATED.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The maximum aggregate
face amount of bonds issued during any cal-
endar year which may be designated under
subsection (c)(1) by any issuer shall not ex-
ceed the limitation amount allocated under
paragraph (3) for such calendar year to such
issuer.

‘‘(2) NATIONAL LIMITATION ON AMOUNT OF
BONDS DESIGNATED.—There is a national Bet-
ter America Bond limitation for each cal-
endar year. Such limitation is—

‘‘(A) $1,900,000,000 for each of calendar
years 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, and 2004, and

‘‘(B) except as provided in paragraph (4),
zero after 2004.

‘‘(3) ALLOCATION OF LIMITATION AMONG
STATES AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The national Better
America Bond limitation for any calendar
year shall be allocated by the EPA Adminis-
trator to States and local governments hav-
ing approved applications. As part of the
competitive application process, the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency should, when
possible, allocate such limitation on a per
capita basis.

‘‘(B) APPROVED APPLICATION.—For purposes
of subparagraph (A), the term ‘approved ap-
plication’ means an application which is ap-
proved by the EPA Administrator and in-
cludes such information as the EPA Admin-
istrator shall specify.

‘‘(4) CARRYOVER OF UNUSED LIMITATION.—If
for any calendar year—

‘‘(A) the amount allocated under paragraph
(4) to any State or local government, exceeds

‘‘(B) the amount of bonds issued during
such year which are designated under sub-
section (c)(1) pursuant to such allocation,
the limitation amount under paragraph (3)
for such State or local government for the
following calendar year shall be increased by
the amount of such excess.

‘‘(e) LIMITATION BASED ON AMOUNT OF
TAX.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The credit allowed under
subsection (a) for any taxable year shall not
exceed the excess of—
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‘‘(A) the sum of the regular tax liability

(as defined in section 26(b)) plus the tax im-
posed by section 55, over

‘‘(B) the sum of the credits allowable under
part IV of subchapter A (other than subpart
C thereof, relating to refundable credits).

‘‘(2) CARRYOVER OF UNUSED CREDIT.—If the
credit allowable under subsection (a) exceeds
the limitation imposed by paragraph (1) for
such taxable year, such excess shall be car-
ried to the succeeding taxable year and
added to the credit allowable under sub-
section (a) for such taxable year.

‘‘(f) OTHER DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of
this section—

‘‘(1) CREDIT ALLOWANCE DATE.—The term
‘credit allowance date’ means—

‘‘(A) March 15,
‘‘(B) June 15,
‘‘(C) September 15, and
‘‘(D) December 15.’’.

Such term includes the last day on which the
bond is outstanding.

‘‘(2) BOND.—The term ‘bond’ includes any
obligation.

‘‘(3) STATE.—The term ‘State’ includes the
District of Columbia, any possession of the
United States, and any Indian tribal govern-
ment (within the meaning of section 7871).

‘‘(4) LOCAL GOVERNMENT.—The term ‘local
government’ means—

‘‘(A) any county, city, town, township, par-
ish, village, or other general purpose polit-
ical subdivision of a State, and

‘‘(B) any combination of political subdivi-
sions described in subparagraph (A) recog-
nized by the EPA Administrator.

‘‘(5) EPA ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘EPA
Administrator’ means the Administrator of
the Environmental Protection Agency.

‘‘(g) CREDIT INCLUDED IN GROSS INCOME.—
Gross income includes the amount of the
credit allowed to the taxpayer under this
section (determined without regard to sub-
section (e)) and the amount so included shall
be treated as interest income.

‘‘(h) SPECIAL RULES RELATING TO ARBI-
TRAGE.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A bond shall not be
treated as failing to meet the requirements
of subsection (c)(1) solely by reason of the
fact that the proceeds of the issue of which
such bond is a part are invested for a tem-
porary period (but not more than 36 months)
until such proceeds are needed for the pur-
pose for which such issue was issued.

‘‘(2) REASONABLE EXPECTATION AND BINDING
COMMITMENT REQUIREMENTS.—Paragraph (1)
shall apply to an issue only if, as of the date
of issuance—

‘‘(A) the issuer reasonably expects that—
‘‘(i) at least 95 percent of the proceeds of

the issue will be spent for a qualified purpose
within the 3-year period beginning on such
date, and

‘‘(ii) property financed with such proceeds
will be used for qualified purposes for at
least 15 years after being so financed,

‘‘(B) there is a binding commitment with a
third party to spend at least 10 percent of the
proceeds of the issue for qualified purposes
within the 6-month period beginning on such
date, and

‘‘(C) the issuer reasonably expects that the
remaining proceeds of the issue will be spent
with due diligence for qualified purposes.

‘‘(3) EARNINGS ON PROCEEDS.—Any earnings
on proceeds during the temporary period
shall be treated as proceeds of the issue for
purposes of applying subsection (c)(1) and
paragraph (1) of this subsection.

‘‘(i) DENIAL OF DEDUCTION FOR ENVIRON-
MENTAL REMEDIATION EXPENDITURES.—Ex-
penditures financed by any Better America
Bond shall not be allowed as a deduction
under section 198.

‘‘(j) OTHER SPECIAL RULES.—

‘‘(1) BONDS HELD BY REGULATED INVESTMENT
COMPANIES.—If any Better America Bond is
held by a regulated investment company, the
credit determined under subsection (a) shall
be allowed to shareholders of such company
under procedures prescribed by the Sec-
retary.

‘‘(2) CREDITS MAY BE STRIPPED.—Under reg-
ulations prescribed by the Secretary—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—There may be a separa-
tion (including at issuance) of the ownership
of a Better America Bond and the entitle-
ment to the credit under this section with
respect to such bond. In case of any such sep-
aration, the credit under this section shall
be allowed to the person who on the credit
allowance date holds the instrument evi-
dencing the entitlement to the credit and
not to the holder of the bond.

‘‘(B) CERTAIN RULES TO APPLY.—In the case
of a separation described in subparagraph
(A), the rules of section 1286 shall apply to
the Better America Bond as if it were a
stripped bond and to the credit under this
section as if it were a stripped coupon.

‘‘(3) TREATMENT FOR ESTIMATED TAX PUR-
POSES.—Solely for purposes of sections 6654
and 6655, the credit allowed by this section
to a taxpayer by reason of holding a Better
America Bond on a credit allowance date
shall be treated as if it were a payment of es-
timated tax made by the taxpayer on such
date.

‘‘(4) CREDIT MAY BE TRANSFERRED.—Noth-
ing in any law or rule of law shall be con-
strued to limit the transferability of the
credit allowed by this section through sale
and repurchase agreements.

‘‘(5) REPORTING.—Issuers of Better America
Bonds shall submit reports similar to the re-
ports required under section 149(e).

‘‘(k) RECAPTURE OF PORTION OF CREDIT
WHERE CESSATION OF QUALIFIED USE.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If any bond which when
issued purported to be a Better America
Bond ceases to meet the requirements of sub-
section (c), the issuer shall pay to the United
States (at the time required by the Sec-
retary) an amount equal to the aggregate of
the credits allowable under this section (de-
termined without regard to subsection (e))
for taxable years ending during the calendar
year in which such cessation occurs and the
2 preceding calendar years.

‘‘(2) FAILURE TO PAY.—If the issuer fails to
timely pay the amount required by para-
graph (1) with respect to any issue, the tax
imposed by this chapter on each holder of
any bond which is part of such issue shall be
increased (for the taxable year of the holder
in which such cessation occurs) by the aggre-
gate decrease in the credits allowed under
this section to such holder for taxable years
beginning in such 3 calendar years which
would have resulted solely from denying any
credit under this section with respect to
such issue for such taxable years.

‘‘(3) SPECIAL RULES.—
‘‘(A) TAX BENEFIT RULE.—The tax for the

taxable year shall be increased under para-
graph (2) only with respect to credits allowed
by reason of this section which were used to
reduce tax liability. In the case of credits
not so used to reduce tax liability, the
carryforwards and carrybacks under section
39 shall be appropriately adjusted.

‘‘(B) NO CREDITS AGAINST TAX.—Any in-
crease in tax under paragraph (2) shall not be
treated as a tax imposed by this chapter for
purposes of determining—

‘‘(i) the amount of any credit allowable
under this part, or

‘‘(ii) the amount of the tax imposed by sec-
tion 55.

‘‘(l) TERMINATION.—This section shall not
apply to any bond issued after December 31,
2004.’’

(b) REPORTING.—Subsection (d) of section
6049 (relating to returns regarding payments
of interest) is amended by adding at the end
the following new paragraph:

‘‘(8) REPORTING OF CREDIT ON BETTER AMER-
ICA BONDS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of sub-
section (a), the term ‘interest’ includes
amounts includible in gross income under
section 30B(g) and such amounts shall be
treated as paid on the credit allowance date
(as defined in section 30B(f)(1)).

‘‘(B) REPORTING TO CORPORATIONS, ETC.—
Except as otherwise provided in regulations,
in the case of any interest described in sub-
paragraph (A) of this paragraph, subsection
(b)(4) of this section shall be applied without
regard to subparagraphs (A), (H), (I), (J), (K),
and (L)(i).

‘‘(C) REGULATORY AUTHORITY.—The Sec-
retary may prescribe such regulations as are
necessary or appropriate to carry out the
purposes of this paragraph, including regula-
tions which require more frequent or more
detailed reporting.’’

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for subpart B of part IV of sub-
chapter A of chapter 1 is amended by adding
at the end the following new item:

‘‘Sec. 30B. Credit to holders of Better Amer-
ica Bonds.’’

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to obliga-
tions issued after December 31, 1999.

(e) GUIDELINES FOR APPLICATIONS.—Not
later than January 1, 2000, guidelines speci-
fying the criteria to be used in approving ap-
plications under section 30B(d)(3) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 (as added by this
Act) shall be developed and published by the
Administrator of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency in the Federal Register.
TITLE VI—SMALL BUSINESS INCENTIVES

SEC. 601. ACCELERATION OF $1,000,000 ESTATE
TAX EXCLUSION.

(a) ESTATE TAX CREDIT.—
(1) Subsection (a) of section 2010 (relating

to unified credit against estate tax) is
amended by striking ‘‘the applicable credit
amount’’ and inserting ‘‘$345,800’’.

(2) Paragraph (2) of section 2001(c) is
amended by striking ‘‘$10,000,000’’ and all
that follows and inserting ‘‘$10,000,000. The
amount of the increase under the preceding
sentence shall not exceed $705,000.’’

(3)(A) Subparagraph (A) of section
2057(a)(3) is amended by striking ‘‘ the appli-
cable exclusion amount under section 2010
shall be $625,000’’ and inserting ‘‘the credit
under section 2010 shall be $202,050’’.

(B) Subparagraph (B) of section 2057(a)(3) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(B) INCREASE IN UNIFIED CREDIT IF DEDUC-
TION IS LESS THAN $675,000.—If the deduction
allowed by this section is less than $675,000,
the amount of the credit under section 2010
shall be equal to the lesser of $345,800 or the
tentative tax which would be determined
under the rate schedule set forth in section
2001(c) if the amount with respect to which
such tentative tax is computed were equal to
the sum of—

‘‘(i) the excess of $675,000 over the amount
of the deduction allowed, and

‘‘(ii) $625,000.’’
(4) Subparagraph (A) of section 2102(c)(3) is

amended by striking ‘‘the applicable credit
amount in effect under section 2010(c) for the
calendar year which includes the date of
death’’ and inserting ‘‘$345,800’’.

(5) Paragraph (1) of section 6018(a) is
amended by striking ‘‘the applicable exclu-
sion amount in effect under section 2010(c)
for the calendar year which includes the date
of death’’ and inserting ‘‘$1,000,000’’.

(6)(A) Subparagraph (A) of section 6601(j)(2)
is amended to read as follows:
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‘‘(A) $345,800, or’’.
(B) Paragraph (3) of section 6601(j) is

amended—
(i) by striking ‘‘$1,000,000’’ each place it oc-

curs and inserting ‘‘$345,800’’, and
(ii) by striking ‘‘$10,000’’ each place it ap-

pears and inserting ‘‘$1,000’’.
(b) UNIFIED GIFT TAX CREDIT.—Paragraph

(1) of section 2505(a) is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(1) $345,800, reduced by’’.
(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments

made by this section shall apply to the es-
tates of decedents dying, and gifts made,
after December 31, 1999.
SEC. 602. INCREASE IN EXPENSE TREATMENT

FOR SMALL BUSINESSES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section

179(b) (relating to dollar limitation) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(1) DOLLAR LIMITATION.—The aggregate
cost which may be taken into account under
subsection (a) for any taxable year shall not
exceed $30,000.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2000.

TITLE VII—PENSION PROVISIONS
SEC. 701. TREATMENT OF MULTIEMPLOYER

PLANS UNDER SECTION 415.
(a) COMPENSATION LIMIT.—Paragraph (11) of

section 415(b) (relating to limitation for de-
fined benefit plans) is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(11) SPECIAL LIMITATION RULE FOR GOVERN-
MENTAL AND MULTIEMPLOYER PLANS.—In the
case of a governmental plan (as defined in
section 414(d)) or a multiemployer plan (as
defined in section 414(f)), subparagraph (B) of
paragraph (1) shall not apply.’’.

(b) EXEMPTION FOR SURVIVOR AND DIS-
ABILITY BENEFITS.—Subparagraph (I) of sec-
tion 415(b)(2) (relating to limitation for de-
fined benefit plans) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘or a multiemployer plan
(as defined in section 414(f))’’ after ‘‘section
414(d))’’ in clause (i),

(2) by inserting ‘‘or multiemployer plan’’
after ‘‘governmental plan’’ in clause (ii), and

(3) by inserting ‘‘AND MULTIEMPLOYER’’
after ‘‘GOVERNMENTAL’’ in the heading.

(c) COMBINING AND AGGREGATION OF
PLANS.—

(1) COMBINING OF PLANS.—Subsection (f) of
section 415 (relating to combining of plans) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(3) EXCEPTION FOR MULTIEMPLOYER
PLANS.—Notwithstanding paragraph (1) and
subsection (g), a multiemployer plan (as de-
fined in section 414(f)) shall not be combined
or aggregated with any other plan main-
tained by an employer for purposes of apply-
ing the limitations established in this sec-
tion, except that such plan shall be combined
or aggregated with another plan which is not
such a multiemployer plan solely for pur-
poses of determining whether such other
plan meets the requirements of subsection
(b)(1)(A).’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT FOR AGGREGA-
TION OF PLANS.—Subsection (g) of section 415
(relating to aggregation of plans) is amended
by striking ‘‘The Secretary’’ and inserting
‘‘Except as provided in subsection (f)(3), the
Secretary’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to years be-
ginning after December 31, 1999.
SEC. 702. ACTUARIAL REDUCTION ONLY FOR

BENEFITS BEGINNING BEFORE AGE
62 IN CASE OF BENEFITS UNDER
MULTIEMPLOYER PLANS.

(A) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (F) of sec-
tion 415(b)(2) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(F) MULTIEMPLOYER PLANS AND PLANS
MAINTAINED BY GOVERNMENTS AND TAX EX-
EMPT ORGANIZATIONS.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a govern-
mental plan (within the meaning of section
414(d)), a plan maintained by an organization
(other than a governmental unit) exempt
from tax under this subtitle, a multiem-
ployer plan (as defined in section 414(f)), or a
qualified merchant marine plan—

‘‘(I) subparagraph (C) shall be applied by
substituting ‘age 62’ for ‘social security re-
tirement age’ each place it appears, and as if
the last sentence thereof read as follows:
‘The reduction under this subparagraph shall
not reduce the limitation of paragraph (1)(A)
below (i) $75,000 if the benefit begins at or
after age 55, or (ii) if the benefit begins be-
fore age 55, the equivalent of the $75,000 limi-
tation for age 55.’, and

‘‘(II) subparagraph (D) shall be applied by
substituting ‘age 65’ for ‘social security re-
tirement age’ each place it appears.

‘‘(ii) SPECIAL RULE FOR MULTIEMPLOYER
PLANS.—In the case of a multiemployer plan
(as so defined), the $75,000 amount referred to
in clause (i)(I) shall in no event be less than
the amount equal to 80 percent of the dollar
limit under paragraph (1)(A).

‘‘(iii) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this
subparagraph—

‘‘(I) QUALIFIED MERCHANT MARINE PLAN.—
The term ‘qualified merchant marine plan’
means a plan in existence on January 1, 1986,
the participants in which are merchant ma-
rine officers holding licenses issued by the
Secretary of Transportation under title 46,
United States Code.

‘‘(II) EXEMPT ORGANIZATION PLAN COVERING
50 PERCENT OF ITS EMPLOYEES.—A plan shall
be treated as a plan maintained by an orga-
nization (other than a governmental unit)
exempt from tax under this subtitle if at
least 50 percent of the employees benefiting
under the plan are employees of an organiza-
tion (other than a governmental unit) ex-
empt from tax under this subtitle. If less
than 50 percent of the employees benefiting
under a plan are employees of an organiza-
tion (other than a governmental unit) ex-
empt from tax under this subtitle, the plan
shall be treated as a plan maintained by an
organization (other than a governmental
unit) exempt from tax under this subtitle
only with respect to employees of such an or-
ganization.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to years be-
ginning after December 31, 1999.

TITLE VIII—REVENUE OFFSETS
SEC. 801. RETURNS RELATING TO CANCELLA-

TIONS OF INDEBTEDNESS BY ORGA-
NIZATIONS LENDING MONEY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section
6050P(c) (relating to definitions and special
rules) is amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at the
end of subparagraph (B), by striking the pe-
riod at the end of subparagraph (C) and in-
serting ‘‘, and’’, and by inserting after sub-
paragraph (C) the following new subpara-
graph:

‘‘(D) any organization a significant trade
or business of which is the lending of
money.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply to dis-
charges of indebtedness after December 31,
1999.
SEC. 802. EXTENSION OF INTERNAL REVENUE

SERVICE USER FEES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 77 (relating to

miscellaneous provisions) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 7527. INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE USER

FEES.
‘‘(a) GENERAL RULE.—The Secretary shall

establish a program requiring the payment
of user fees for—

‘‘(1) requests to the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice for ruling letters, opinion letters, and de-
termination letters, and

‘‘(2) other similar requests.
‘‘(b) PROGRAM CRITERIA.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The fees charged under

the program required by subsection (a)—
‘‘(A) shall vary according to categories (or

subcategories) established by the Secretary,
‘‘(B) shall be determined after taking into

account the average time for (and difficulty
of) complying with requests in each category
(and subcategory), and

‘‘(C) shall be payable in advance.
‘‘(2) EXEMPTIONS, ETC.—The Secretary shall

provide for such exemptions (and reduced
fees) under such program as the Secretary
determines to be appropriate.

‘‘(3) AVERAGE FEE REQUIREMENT.—The aver-
age fee charged under the program required
by subsection (a) shall not be less than the
amount determined under the following
table:

‘‘Category Average Fee
Employee plan ruling and opinion .. $250
Exempt organization ruling ........... $350
Employee plan determination ........ $300
Exempt organization determina-

tion.
$275

Chief counsel ruling ........................ $200.

‘‘(c) TERMINATION.—No fee shall be imposed
under this section with respect to requests
made after September 30, 2009.’’

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) The table of sections for chapter 77 is

amended by adding at the end the following
new item:

‘‘Sec. 7527. Internal Revenue Service user
fees.’’

(2) Section 10511 of the Revenue Act of 1987
is repealed.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to requests
made after the date of the enactment of this
Act.
SEC. 803. LIMITATIONS ON WELFARE BENEFIT

FUNDS OF 10 OR MORE EMPLOYER
PLANS.

(a) BENEFITS TO WHICH EXCEPTION AP-
PLIES.—Section 419A(f)(6)(A) (relating to ex-
ception for 10 or more employer plans) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—This subpart shall not
apply to a welfare benefit fund which is part
of a 10 or more employer plan if the only
benefits provided through the fund are 1 or
more of the following:

‘‘(i) Medical benefits.
‘‘(ii) Disability benefits.
‘‘(iii) Group term life insurance benefits

which do not provide for any cash surrender
value or other money that can be paid, as-
signed, borrowed, or pledged for collateral
for a loan.
The preceding sentence shall not apply to
any plan which maintains experience-rating
arrangements with respect to individual em-
ployers.’’

(b) LIMITATION ON USE OF AMOUNTS FOR
OTHER PURPOSES.—Section 4976(b) (defining
disqualified benefit) is amended by adding at
the end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(5) SPECIAL RULE FOR 10 OR MORE EM-
PLOYER PLANS EXEMPTED FROM PREFUNDING
LIMITS.—For purposes of paragraph (1)(C),
if—

‘‘(A) subpart D of part I of subchapter D of
chapter 1 does not apply by reason of section
419A(f)(6) to contributions to provide 1 or
more welfare benefits through a welfare ben-
efit fund under a 10 or more employer plan,
and

‘‘(B) any portion of the welfare benefit
fund attributable to such contributions is
used for a purpose other than that for which
the contributions were made,
then such portion shall be treated as revert-
ing to the benefit of the employers maintain-
ing the fund.’’
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(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments

made by this section shall apply to contribu-
tions paid or accrued after June 9, 1999, in
taxable years ending after such date.
SEC. 804. INCREASE IN ELECTIVE WITHHOLDING

RATE FOR NONPERIODIC DISTRIBU-
TIONS FROM DEFERRED COMPENSA-
TION PLANS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3405(b)(1) (relat-
ing to withholding) is amended by striking
‘10 percent’ and inserting ‘15 percent’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply to dis-
tributions after December 31, 1999.
SEC. 805. CONTROLLED ENTITIES INELIGIBLE

FOR REIT STATUS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section

856 (relating to definition of real estate in-
vestment trust) is amended by striking
‘‘and’’ at the end of paragraph (6), by redesig-
nating paragraph (7) as paragraph (8), and by
inserting after paragraph (6) the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(7) which is not a controlled entity (as de-
fined in subsection (l)); and’’.

(b) CONTROLLED ENTITY.—Section 856 is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

‘‘(l) CONTROLLED ENTITY.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of sub-

section (a)(7), an entity is a controlled entity
if, at any time during the taxable year, one
person (other than a qualified entity)—

‘‘(A) in the case of a corporation, owns
stock—

‘‘(i) possessing at least 50 percent of the
total voting power of the stock of such cor-
poration, or

‘‘(ii) having a value equal to at least 50 per-
cent of the total value of the stock of such
corporation, or

‘‘(B) in the case of a trust, owns beneficial
interests in the trust which would meet the
requirements of subparagraph (A) if such in-
terests were stock.

‘‘(2) QUALIFIED ENTITY.—For purposes of
paragraph (1), the term ‘qualified entity’
means—

‘‘(A) any real estate investment trust, and
‘‘(B) any partnership in which one real es-

tate investment trust owns at least 50 per-
cent of the capital and profits interests in
the partnership.

‘‘(3) ATTRIBUTION RULES.—For purposes of
this paragraphs (1) and (2)—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Rules similar to the
rules of subsections (d)(5) and (h)(3) shall
apply.

‘‘(B) STAPLED ENTITIES.—A group of enti-
ties which are stapled entities (as defined in
section 269B(c)(2)) shall be treated as 1 per-
son.

‘‘(4) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN NEW REITS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘controlled en-

tity’ shall not include an incubator REIT.
‘‘(B) INCUBATOR REIT.—A corporation shall

be treated as an incubator REIT for any tax-
able year during the eligibility period if it
meets all the following requirements for
such year:

‘‘(i) The corporation elects to be treated as
an incubator REIT.

‘‘(ii) The corporation has only voting com-
mon stock outstanding.

‘‘(iii) Not more than 50 percent of the cor-
poration’s real estate assets consist of mort-
gages.

‘‘(iv) From not later than the beginning of
the last half of the second taxable year, at
least 10 percent of the corporation’s capital
is provided by lenders or equity investors
who are unrelated to the corporation’s larg-
est shareholder.

‘‘(v) The directors of the corporation adopt
a resolution setting forth an intent to en-
gage in a going public transaction.
No election may be made with respect to any
REIT if an election under this subsection

was in effect for any predecessor of such
REIT.

‘‘(C) ELIGIBILITY PERIOD.—The eligibility
period (for which an incubator REIT election
can be made) begins with the REIT’s second
taxable year and ends at the close of the
REIT’s third taxable year, but, subject to
the following rules, it may be extended for
an additional 2 taxable years if the REIT so
elects:

‘‘(i) A REIT cannot elect to extend the eli-
gibility period unless it agrees that, if it
does not engage in a going public transaction
by the end of the extended eligibility period,
it shall pay Federal income taxes for the 2
years of the extended eligibility period as if
it had not made an incubator REIT election
and had ceased to qualify as a REIT for those
2 taxable years.

‘‘(ii) In the event the corporation ceases to
be treated as a REIT by operation of clause
(i), the corporation shall file any appropriate
amended returns reflecting the change in
status within 3 months of the close of the ex-
tended eligibility period. Interest would be
payable but, unless there was a finding under
subparagraph (D), no substantial under-
payment penalties shall be imposed. The cor-
poration shall, at the same time, also notify
its shareholders and any other persons whose
tax position is, or may reasonably be ex-
pected to be, affected by the change in status
so they also may file any appropriate amend-
ed returns to conform their tax treatment
consistent with the corporation’s loss of
REIT status. The Secretary shall provide ap-
propriate regulations setting forth trans-
feree liability and other provisions to ensure
collection of tax and the proper administra-
tion of this provision.

‘‘(iii) Clause (i) and (ii) shall not apply if
the corporation allows its incubator REIT
status to lapse at the end of the initial 2-
year eligibility period without engaging in a
going public transaction, provided the cor-
poration satisfies the requirements of the
closely-held test commencing with its fourth
taxable year. In such a case, the corpora-
tion’s directors may still be liable for the
penalties described in subparagraph (D) dur-
ing the eligibility period.

‘‘(D) SPECIAL PENALTIES.—If the Secretary
determines that an incubator REIT election
was filed for a principal purpose other than
as part of a reasonable plan to undertake a
going public transaction, an excise tax of
$20,000 would be imposed on each of the cor-
poration’s directors for each taxable year for
which an election was in effect.

‘‘(E) GOING PUBLIC TRANSACTION.—For pur-
poses of this paragraph, a going public trans-
action means—

‘‘(i) a public offering of shares of the stock
of the incubator REIT;

‘‘(ii) a transaction, or series of trans-
actions, that results in the stock of the incu-
bator REIT being regularly traded on an es-
tablished securities market and that results
in at least 50 percent of such stock being
held by shareholders who are unrelated to
persons who held such stock before it began
to be so regularly traded; or

‘‘(iii) any transaction resulting in owner-
ship of the REIT by 200 or more persons (ex-
cluding the largest single shareholder) who
in the aggregate own at least 50 percent of
the stock of the REIT.
For the purposes of this subparagraph, the
rules of paragraph (3) shall apply in deter-
mining the ownership of stock.

‘‘(F) DEFINITIONS.—The term ‘established
securities market’ shall have the meaning
set forth in the regulations under section
897.’’

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Paragraph
(2) of section 856(h) is amended by striking
‘‘and (6)’’ each place it appears and inserting
‘‘, (6), and (7)’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by

this section shall apply to taxable years end-
ing after July 12, 1999.

(2) EXCEPTION FOR EXISTING CONTROLLED EN-
TITIES.—The amendments made by this sec-
tion shall not apply to any entity which is a
controlled entity (as defined in section 856(l)
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as
added by this section) as of July 12, 1999,
which is a real estate investment trust for
the taxable year which includes such date,
and which has significant business assets or
activities as of such date.
SEC. 806. TREATMENT OF GAIN FROM CONSTRUC-

TIVE OWNERSHIP TRANSACTIONS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Part IV of subchapter P

of chapter 1 (relating to special rules for de-
termining capital gains and losses) is amend-
ed by inserting after section 1259 the fol-
lowing new section:
‘‘SEC. 1260. GAINS FROM CONSTRUCTIVE OWNER-

SHIP TRANSACTIONS.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—If the taxpayer has gain

from a constructive ownership transaction
with respect to any financial asset and such
gain would (without regard to this section)
be treated as a long-term capital gain—

‘‘(1) such gain shall be treated as ordinary
income to the extent that such gain exceeds
the net underlying long-term capital gain,
and

‘‘(2) to the extent such gain is treated as a
long-term capital gain after the application
of paragraph (1), the determination of the
capital gain rate (or rates) applicable to such
gain under section 1(h) shall be determined
on the basis of the respective rate (or rates)
that would have been applicable to the net
underlying long-term capital gain.

‘‘(b) INTEREST CHARGE ON DEFERRAL OF
GAIN RECOGNITION.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If any gain is treated as
ordinary income for any taxable year by rea-
son of subsection (a)(1), the tax imposed by
this chapter for such taxable year shall be
increased by the amount of interest deter-
mined under paragraph (2) with respect to
each prior taxable year during any portion of
which the constructive ownership trans-
action was open. Any amount payable under
this paragraph shall be taken into account in
computing the amount of any deduction al-
lowable to the taxpayer for interest paid or
accrued during such taxable year.

‘‘(2) AMOUNT OF INTEREST.—The amount of
interest determined under this paragraph
with respect to a prior taxable year is the
amount of interest which would have been
imposed under section 6601 on the under-
payment of tax for such year which would
have resulted if the gain (which is treated as
ordinary income by reason of subsection
(a)(1)) had been included in gross income in
the taxable years in which it accrued (deter-
mined by treating the income as accruing at
a constant rate equal to the applicable Fed-
eral rate as in effect on the day the trans-
action closed). The period during which such
interest shall accrue shall end on the due
date (without extensions) for the return of
tax imposed by this chapter for the taxable
year in which such transaction closed.

‘‘(3) APPLICABLE FEDERAL RATE.—For pur-
poses of paragraph (2), the applicable Federal
rate is the applicable Federal rate deter-
mined under 1274(d) (compounded semiannu-
ally) which would apply to a debt instrument
with a term equal to the period the trans-
action was open.

‘‘(4) NO CREDITS AGAINST INCREASE IN TAX.—
Any increase in tax under paragraph (1) shall
not be treated as tax imposed by this chapter
for purposes of determining—

‘‘(A) the amount of any credit allowable
under this chapter, or

‘‘(B) the amount of the tax imposed by sec-
tion 55.
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‘‘(c) FINANCIAL ASSET.—For purposes of

this section—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘financial

asset’ means—
‘‘(A) any equity interest in any pass-thru

entity, and
‘‘(B) to the extent provided in

regulations—
‘‘(i) any debt instrument, and
‘‘(ii) any stock in a corporation which is

not a pass-thru entity.
‘‘(2) PASS-THRU ENTITY.—For purposes of

paragraph (1), the term ‘pass-thru entity’
means—

‘‘(A) a regulated investment company,
‘‘(B) a real estate investment trust,
‘‘(C) an S corporation,
‘‘(D) a partnership,
‘‘(E) a trust,
‘‘(F) a common trust fund,
‘‘(G) a passive foreign investment company

(as defined in section 1297),
‘‘(H) a foreign personal holding company,

and
‘‘(I) a foreign investment company (as de-

fined in section 1246(b)).

‘‘(d) CONSTRUCTIVE OWNERSHIP TRANS-
ACTION.—For purposes of this section—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The taxpayer shall be
treated as having entered into a constructive
ownership transaction with respect to any fi-
nancial asset if the taxpayer—

‘‘(A) holds a long position under a notional
principal contract with respect to the finan-
cial asset,

‘‘(B) enters into a forward or futures con-
tract to acquire the financial asset,

‘‘(C) is the holder of a call option, and is
the grantor of a put option, with respect to
the financial asset and such options have
substantially equal strike prices and sub-
stantially contemporaneous maturity dates,
or

‘‘(D) to the extent provided in regulations
prescribed by the Secretary, enters into 1 or
more other transactions (or acquires 1 or
more positions) that have substantially the
same effect as a transaction described in any
of the preceding subparagraphs.

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION FOR POSITIONS WHICH ARE
MARKED TO MARKET.—This section shall not
apply to any constructive ownership trans-
action if all of the positions which are part
of such transaction are marked to market
under any provision of this title or the regu-
lations thereunder.

‘‘(3) LONG POSITION UNDER NOTIONAL PRIN-
CIPAL CONTRACT.—A person shall be treated
as holding a long position under a notional
principal contract with respect to any finan-
cial asset if such person—

‘‘(A) has the right to be paid (or receive
credit for) all or substantially all of the in-
vestment yield (including appreciation) on
such financial asset for a specified period,
and

‘‘(B) is obligated to reimburse (or provide
credit for) all or substantially all of any de-
cline in the value of such financial asset.

‘‘(4) FORWARD CONTRACT.—The term ‘for-
ward contract’ means any contract to ac-
quire in the future (or provide or receive
credit for the future value of) any financial
asset.

‘‘(e) NET UNDERLYING LONG-TERM CAPITAL

GAIN.—For purposes of this section, in the
case of any constructive ownership trans-
action with respect to any financial asset,
the term ‘net underlying long-term capital
gain’ means the aggregate net capital gain
that the taxpayer would have had if—

‘‘(1) the financial asset had been acquired
for fair market value on the date such trans-
action was opened and sold for fair market
value on the date such transaction was
closed, and

‘‘(2) only gains and losses that would have
resulted from the deemed ownership under
paragraph (1) were taken into account.
The amount of the net underlying long-term
capital gain with respect to any financial
asset shall be treated as zero unless the
amount thereof is established by clear and
convincing evidence.

‘‘(f) SPECIAL RULE WHERE TAXPAYER TAKES
DELIVERY.—Except as provided in regula-
tions prescribed by the Secretary, if a con-
structive ownership transaction is closed by
reason of taking delivery, this section shall
be applied as if the taxpayer had sold all the
contracts, options, or other positions which
are part of such transaction for fair market
value on the closing date. The amount of
gain recognized under the preceding sentence
shall not exceed the amount of gain treated
as ordinary income under subsection (a).
Proper adjustments shall be made in the
amount of any gain or loss subsequently re-
alized for gain recognized and treated as or-
dinary income under this subsection.

‘‘(g) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall
prescribe such regulations as may be nec-
essary or appropriate to carry out the pur-
poses of this section, including regulations—

‘‘(1) to permit taxpayers to mark to mar-
ket constructive ownership transactions in
lieu of applying this section, and

‘‘(2) to exclude certain forward contracts
which do not convey substantially all of the
economic return with respect to a financial
asset.’’

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for part IV of subchapter P of chap-
ter 1 is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new item:

‘‘Sec. 1260. Gains from constructive owner-
ship transactions.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to trans-
actions entered into after July 11, 1999.
SEC. 807. TRANSFER OF EXCESS DEFINED BEN-

EFIT PLAN ASSETS FOR RETIREE
HEALTH BENEFITS.

(a) EXTENSION.—Paragraph (5) of section
420(b) (relating to expiration) is amended by
striking ‘‘in any taxable year beginning after
December 31, 2000’’ and inserting ‘‘made after
September 30, 2009’’.

(b) APPLICATION OF MINIMUM COST REQUIRE-
MENTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (3) of section
420(c) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(3) MINIMUM COST REQUIREMENTS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The requirements of

this paragraph are met if each group health
plan or arrangement under which applicable
health benefits are provided provides that
the applicable employer cost for each tax-
able year during the cost maintenance period
shall not be less than the higher of the appli-
cable employer costs for each of the 2 tax-
able years immediately preceding the tax-
able year of the qualified transfer.

‘‘(B) APPLICABLE EMPLOYER COST.—For pur-
poses of this paragraph, the term ‘applicable
employer cost’ means, with respect to any
taxable year, the amount determined by
dividing—

‘‘(i) the qualified current retiree health li-
abilities of the employer for such taxable
year determined—

‘‘(I) without regard to any reduction under
subsection (e)(1)(B), and

‘‘(II) in the case of a taxable year in which
there was no qualified transfer, in the same
manner as if there had been such a transfer
at the end of the taxable year, by

‘‘(ii) the number of individuals to whom
coverage for applicable health benefits was
provided during such taxable year.

‘‘(C) ELECTION TO COMPUTE COST SEPA-
RATELY.—An employer may elect to have

this paragraph applied separately with re-
spect to individuals eligible for benefits
under title XVIII of the Social Security Act
at any time during the taxable year and with
respect to individuals not so eligible.

‘‘(D) COST MAINTENANCE PERIOD.—For pur-
poses of this paragraph, the term ‘cost main-
tenance period’ means the period of 5 taxable
years beginning with the taxable year in
which the qualified transfer occurs. If a tax-
able year is in 2 or more overlapping cost
maintenance periods, this paragraph shall be
applied by taking into account the highest
applicable employer cost required to be pro-
vided under subparagraph (A) for such tax-
able year.’’

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(A) Clause (iii) of section 420(b)(1)(C) is

amended by striking ‘‘benefits’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘cost’’.

(B) Subparagraph (D) of section 420(e)(1) is
amended by striking ‘‘and shall not be sub-
ject to the minimum benefit requirements of
subsection (c)(3)’’ and inserting ‘‘or in calcu-
lating applicable employer cost under sub-
section (c)(3)(B)’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to qualified
transfers occurring after the date of the en-
actment of this Act.
SEC. 808. MODIFICATION OF INSTALLMENT

METHOD AND REPEAL OF INSTALL-
MENT METHOD FOR ACCRUAL
METHOD TAXPAYERS.

(a) REPEAL OF INSTALLMENT METHOD FOR
ACCRUAL BASIS TAXPAYERS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section
453 (relating to installment method) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(a) USE OF INSTALLMENT METHOD.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-

vided in this section, income from an install-
ment sale shall be taken into account for
purposes of this title under the installment
method.

‘‘(2) ACCRUAL METHOD TAXPAYER.—The in-
stallment method shall not apply to income
from an installment sale if such income
would be reported under an accrual method
of accounting without regard to this section.
The preceding sentence shall not apply to a
disposition described in subparagraph (A) or
(B) of subsection (l)(2).’’

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Sections
453(d)(1), 453(i)(1), and 453(k) are each amend-
ed by striking ‘‘(a)’’ each place it appears
and inserting ‘‘(a)(1)’’.

(b) MODIFICATION OF PLEDGE RULES.—Para-
graph (4) of section 453A(d) (relating to
pledges, etc., of installment obligations) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
‘‘A payment shall be treated as directly se-
cured by an interest in an installment obli-
gation to the extent an arrangement allows
the taxpayer to satisfy all or a portion of the
indebtedness with the installment obliga-
tion.’’

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to sales or
other dispositions occurring on or after the
date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 809. LIMITATION ON USE OF NONACCRUAL

EXPERIENCE METHOD OF ACCOUNT-
ING.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 448(d)(5) (relating
to special rule for services) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘in fields described in para-
graph (2)(A)’’ after ‘‘services by such per-
son’’, and

(2) by inserting ‘‘CERTAIN PERSONAL’’ before
‘‘SERVICES’’ in the heading.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by

this section shall apply to taxable years end-
ing after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

(2) CHANGE IN METHOD OF ACCOUNTING.—In
the case of any taxpayer required by the
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amendments made by this section to change
its method of accounting for its first taxable
year ending after the date of the enactment
of this Act—

(A) such change shall be treated as initi-
ated by the taxpayer,

(B) such change shall be treated as made
with the consent of the Secretary of the
Treasury, and

(C) the net amount of the adjustments re-
quired to be taken into account by the tax-
payer under section 481 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 shall be taken into account
over a period (not greater than 4 taxable
years) beginning with such first taxable
year.
SEC. 810. EXCLUSION OF LIKE-KIND EXCHANGE

PROPERTY FROM NONRECOGNITION
TREATMENT ON THE SALE OF A
PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (d) of section
121 (relating to the exclusion of gain from
the sale of a principal residence) is amended
by adding at the end the following new para-
graph:

‘‘(9) LIKE-KIND EXCHANGES.—Subsection (a)
shall not apply to any sale or exchange of a
residence if such residence was acquired by
the taxpayer during the 5-year period ending
on the date of such sale or exchange in an ex-
change in which any amount of gain was not
recognized under section 1031.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply to any
sale or exchange of a principal residence
after the date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 811. DISALLOWANCE OF NONECONOMIC TAX

ATTRIBUTES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 7701 is amended

by redesignating subsection (m) as sub-
section (n) and by inserting after subsection
(l) the following new subsection:

‘‘(m) DISALLOWANCE OF NONECONOMIC TAX
ATTRIBUTES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In determining liability
for any tax under subtitle A, noneconomic
tax attributes shall not be allowed.

‘‘(2) NONECONOMIC TAX ATTRIBUTE.—For
purposes of this subsection, a noneconomic
tax attribute is any deduction, loss, or credit
claimed to result from any transaction
unless—

‘‘(A) the transaction changes in a meaning-
ful way (apart from Federal income tax con-
sequences) the taxpayer’s economic position,
and

‘‘(B)(i) the present value of the reasonably
expected potential income from the trans-
action (and the taxpayer’s risk of loss from
the transaction) are substantial in relation-
ship to the present value of the tax benefits
claimed, or

‘‘(ii) in the case of a transaction which is
in substance the borrowing of money or the
acquisition of financial capital, the deduc-
tions claimed with respect to the transaction
for any period are not significantly in excess
of the economic return for such period real-
ized by the person lending the money or pro-
viding the financial capital.

‘‘(3) PRESUMPTION OF NONECONOMIC TAX AT-
TRIBUTES.—For purposes of paragraph (2), the
following factors shall give rise to a pre-
sumption that a transaction fails to meet
the requirements of paragraph (2):

‘‘(A) The fact that the payments, liabil-
ities, or assets that purport to create a loss
(or other benefit) for tax purposes are not re-
flected to any meaningful extent on the tax-
payer’s books and records for financial re-
porting purposes.

‘‘(B) The fact that the transaction results
in an allocation of income or gain to a tax-
indifferent party which is substantially in
excess of such party’s economic income or
gain from the transaction.

‘‘(4) TREATMENT OF BUILT-IN LOSS.—The de-
termination of whether a transaction results

in the realization of a built-in loss shall be
made under subtitle A as if this subsection
had not been enacted. For purposes of the
preceding sentence, the term ‘built-in loss’
means any loss or deduction to the extent
that such loss or deduction had economically
been incurred before such transaction is en-
tered into and to the extent that the loss or
deduction was economically borne by the
taxpayer.

‘‘(5) DEFINITION AND SPECIAL RULES.—For
purposes of this subsection—

‘‘(A) TAX-INDIFFERENT PARTY.—The term
‘tax-indifferent party’ means any person or
entity exempt from tax under subtitle A. A
person shall be treated as a tax-indifferent
party with respect to a transaction if, by
reason of such person’s method of account-
ing, the items taken into account with re-
spect to the transaction have no substantial
impact on such person’s liability under sub-
title A.

‘‘(B) SERIES OF RELATED TRANSACTION.—A
transaction which is part of a series of re-
lated transactions shall be treated as meet-
ing the requirements of paragraph (2) only
if—

‘‘(i) such transaction meets such require-
ments without regard to the other trans-
actions, and

‘‘(ii) such transactions, if treated as 1
transaction, would meet such requirements.
A similar rule shall apply to a multiple step
transaction with each step being treated as a
separate related transaction.

‘‘(C) NORMAL BUSINESS TRANSACTIONS.—In
the case of a transaction which is an integral
part of a taxpayer’s trade or business and
which is entered into in the normal course of
such trade or business, the determination of
the potential income from such transaction
shall be made by taking into account its re-
lationship to the overall trade or business of
the taxpayer.

‘‘(D) TREATMENT OF FEES.—In determining
whether there is risk of loss from a trans-
action (and the amount thereof), potential
loss of fees and other transaction expenses
shall be disregarded.

‘‘(E) TREATMENT OF ECONOMIC RETURN EN-
HANCEMENTS.—The following shall be treated
as economic returns and not tax benefits:

‘‘(i) The credit under section 29 (relating to
credit for producing fuel from a nonconven-
tional source).

‘‘(ii) The credit under section 42 (relating
to low-income housing credit).

‘‘(iii) The credit under section 45 (relating
to electricity produced from certain renew-
able resources).

‘‘(iv) The credit under section 1397E (relat-
ing to credit to holders of qualified zone
academy bonds) or any similar program
hereafter enacted.

‘‘(v) Any other tax benefit specified in reg-
ulations.

‘‘(F) EXCEPTIONS FOR NONBUSINESS TRANS-
ACTIONS.—

‘‘(i) INDIVIDUALS.—In the case of an indi-
vidual, this subsection shall only apply to
transactions entered into in connection with
a trade or business or activity engaged in for
profit.

‘‘(ii) CHARITABLE TRANSFERS.—This sub-
section shall not apply in determining the
amount allowable as a deduction under sec-
tion 170, 545(b)(2), 556(b)(2), or 642(c).

‘‘(6) ECONOMIC SUBSTANCE DOCTRINE, ETC.,
NOT AFFECTED.—The provisions of this sub-
section shall not be construed as altering or
supplanting any rule of law referred to in
section 6662(i)(2)(B) and the requirements of
this subsection shall be construed as being in
addition to any such rule of law.’’

(b) INCREASE IN SUBSTANTIAL UNDER-
PAYMENT PENALTY WITH RESPECT TO DIS-
ALLOWED NONECONOMIC TAX ATTRIBUTES.—
Section 6662 (relating to imposition of accu-

racy-related penalty) is amended by adding
at the end the following new subsection:

‘‘(i) INCREASE IN PENALTY IN CASE OF DIS-
ALLOWED NONECONOMIC TAX ATTRIBUTES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of the portion
of the underpayment to which this sub-
section applies—

‘‘(A) subsection (a) shall be applied with re-
spect to such portion by substituting ‘40 per-
cent’ for ‘20 percent’, and

‘‘(B) subsection (d)(2)(B) and section 6664(c)
shall not apply.

‘‘(2) UNDERPAYMENTS TO WHICH SUBSECTION
APPLIES.—This subsection shall apply to an
underpayment to which this section applies
by reason of paragraph (1) or (2) of sub-
section (b) to the extent that such under-
payment is attributable to—

‘‘(A) the disallowance of any noneconomic
tax attribute (determined under section
7701(m)), or

‘‘(B) the disallowance of any other
benefit—

‘‘(i) because of a lack of economic sub-
stance or business purpose for the trans-
action giving rise to the claimed benefit,

‘‘(ii) because the form of the transaction
did not reflect its substance, or

‘‘(iii) because of any other similar rule of
law.

‘‘(3) INCREASE IN PENALTY NOT TO APPLY IF
COMPLIANCE WITH DISCLOSURE REQUIRE-
MENTS.—Paragraph (1)(A) shall not apply if
the taxpayer—

‘‘(A) discloses to the Secretary within 30
days after the closing of the transaction ap-
propriate documents describing the trans-
action, and

‘‘(B) files with the taxpayer’s return of tax
imposed by subtitle A—

‘‘(i) a statement verifying that such disclo-
sure has been made,

‘‘(ii) a detailed description of the facts, as-
sumptions of facts, and factual conclusions
with respect to the business or economic
purposes or objectives of the transaction
that are relied upon to support the manner
in which it is reported on the return,

‘‘(iii) a description of the due diligence per-
formed to ascertain the accuracy of such
facts, assumptions, and factual conclusions,

‘‘(iv)(I) a statement (signed by the senior
financial officer of the corporation under
penalty of perjury) that the facts, assump-
tions, or factual conclusions relied upon in
reporting the transaction are true and cor-
rect as of the date the return is filed, to the
best of such officer’s knowledge and belief,
and

‘‘(II) if the actual facts varied materially
from the facts, assumptions, or factual con-
clusions relied upon, a statement describing
such variances,

‘‘(v) copies of any written material pro-
vided in connection with the offer of the
transaction to the taxpayer by a third party,

‘‘(vi) a full description of any express or
implied agreement or arrangement with any
advisor, or with any offeror, that the fee
payable to such person would be contingent
or subject to possible reimbursement, and

‘‘(vii) a full description of any express or
implied warranty from any person with re-
spect to the anticipated tax results from the
transaction.’’

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to trans-
actions after the date of the enactment of
this Act.

TITLE IX—NATIONAL COMMISSION ON
TAX REFORM AND SIMPLIFICATION

SEC. 901. ESTABLISHMENT.
(a) IN GENERAL.—There is established the

National Commission on Tax Reform and
Simplification. The Commission shall be
composed of 15 members appointed or des-
ignated by the President and selected as fol-
lows:
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(1) 5 members selected by the President

from among officers or employees of the Ex-
ecutive Branch, private citizens of the
United States, or both. Not more than 3 of
the members selected by the President shall
be members of the same political party;

(2) 5 members selected by the Majority
Leader of the Senate from among members
of the Senate, private citizens of the United
States, or both. Not more than 3 of the mem-
bers selected by the Majority Leader shall be
members of the same political party;

(3) 5 members selected by the Speaker of
the House of Representatives from among
members of the House, private citizens of the
United States, or both. Not more than 3 of
the members selected by the Speaker shall
be members of the same political party.

(b) CHAIRMAN.—The President shall des-
ignate a Chairman from among the members
of the Commission.
SEC. 902. FUNCTIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall re-
view the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, iden-
tify provisions of such Code which are unnec-
essarily complex and may be simplified, and
make appropriate recommendations to the
Secretary of the Treasury, the President,
and to Congress.

(b) REPORT.—The Commission shall make
its report to the President not later than 1
year after the date of the enactment of this
Act.
SEC. 903. ADMINISTRATION.

(a) INFORMATION FROM EXECUTIVE AGEN-
CIES.—The heads of Executive agencies shall,
to the extent permitted by law, provide the
Commission such information as it may re-
quire for the purpose of carrying out its
functions.

(b) PAY.—Members of the Commission shall
serve without any additional compensation
for their work on the Commission. However,
members appointed from among private citi-
zens of the United States may be allowed
travel expenses, including per diem in lieu of
subsistence, as authorized by law for persons
serving intermittently in the government
service (5 U.S.C. 5701–5707), to the extent
funds are available therefor.

(c) STAFF.—The Commission shall have a
staff headed by an Executive Director. Any
expenses of the Commission shall be paid
from such funds as may be available to the
Secretary of the Treasury.
SEC. 904. GENERAL.

(a) AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY OF TREAS-
URY.—Notwithstanding any Executive Order,
the responsibilities of the President under
the Federal Advisory Committee Act, as
amended, except that of reporting annually
to the Congress, which are applicable to the
Commission, shall be performed by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury in accordance with
the guidelines and procedures established by
the Administrator of General Services.

(b) TERMINATION.—The Commission shall
terminate 30 days after submitting its re-
port.

The Speaker pro tempore. Pursuant
to House Resolution 256, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. RANGEL) and a
Member opposed each will control 30
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. RANGEL).

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself as much time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, as I have said, the
major thing that should be before us at
a time like this when we have unex-
pected revenues is to fix the roof while
the sun is shining, and the repairs that
have to be made is in our Social Secu-

rity system and our Medicare system
and to provide some relief for our aged
who are dependent on prescription
drugs. We really believe that we should
do more in reducing the Federal debt,
and at the same time the President has
suggested that we do have a $250 billion
tax cut. We have tried to include many
things that would help and have it tar-
geted to be of assistance to the Amer-
ican people rather than just to target
it for close to a trillion dollars to the
wealthiest Americans.

Mr. Speaker, we also support having
even more details to a tax cut in the
motion to recommit which could be
done later once we make that commit-
ment. But no matter what we do, no ef-
fect comes into being until it is cer-
tified that we did what we were sup-
posed to do, and that is to make cer-
tain that the Social Security system
and Medicare is solvent and we reduce
the Federal debt. I reserve the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. ARCHER)
wish to control the time in opposition?

Mr. ARCHER. I do, Mr. Speaker.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. ARCHER).

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as we may consume to the
gentlewoman from New Jersey (Mrs.
ROUKEMA).

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, I had
hoped to be here a little earlier for the
general debate, and I do appreciate this
time for colloquy, but in a sense it is a
good time in view of what ranking
member RANGEL has just, and one of
the reasons I was delayed, the reason I
was delayed was that I was at a Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices hearing with the Federal Reserve
Board Chairman Greenspan giving his
Humphry Hawkins report, and in the
course my questioning I asked him spe-
cifically about the provision on the
trigger that is related to the debt re-
duction, and I just want the chairman
to know and this body to know that
the Federal Reserve Board chairman
agrees. The trigger is a very good idea.

So I want people to understand that,
but I am concerned about the infer-
ences here, whether it is with respect
to what we Republicans agreed to yes-
terday on that trigger and forestalling
the across-the-board tax cut or wheth-
er it is the general discussion here. But
it seems to be a compelling need to
play politics with this as though we are
spending the Social Security Trust
Fund, and that is the nature of the col-
loquy that I want to have.

Mr. Speaker, it is certainly my un-
derstanding that the Social Security
Trust Fund and the lockbox that we
have put in place under H.R. 2488, this
bill, does not either with the trigger
mechanism or any other provision of
this bill in any way violate the fact
that those moneys are being set aside
for both Social Security and Medicare,
and that it no way inhibits or prohibits
in any way the fact that we are going

to pursue in other legislation ways to
protect Social Security and secure the
Medicare provisions.

Is that correct? That is certainly my
understanding.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. ROUKEMA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tlewoman is correct. Nothing in this
tax bill before us today would in any
way have an adverse effect on our ef-
forts to strengthen Medicare or save
Social Security. The debt reduction
provision will be helpful in our efforts
to pursue the course that we have set
through the Safe Deposit Act and
through other efforts which have re-
sulted in a huge surplus projected for
the government for the years ahead.
We submitted for the RECORD an expla-
nation of the debt reduction provision,
and I refer the gentlewoman to that for
a detailed explanation.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. And that includes,
Mr. Speaker, the provision that we
have with the, as the gentleman said,
the debt reduction and the triggering
mechanism.

Mr. ARCHER. The gentlewoman is
absolutely correct.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. I do thank the gen-
tleman. That is certainly what our un-
derstanding was when we negotiated
this agreement, and I think it is a fis-
cally sound one and a realistic one, and
I am certainly glad that we now have
the Federal Reserve Board Chairman’s
approval of the triggering mechanism.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Ms. DELAURO).

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman and rise in support of
the Democratic substitute and in oppo-
sition to the Republican proposal
which is an irresponsible tax giveaway.
It jeopardizes Medicare and Social Se-
curity and in fact the health of our
economy at the expense of the middle
class. It reflects the upside-down val-
ues of this Republican-led Congress and
does not reflect the values of American
families.

When it comes to the budget, our
money is where our values are. I sup-
port targeted tax cuts for middle class
families, tax cuts for education, a per-
child tax cut, small business tax cuts,
those that make sense and that we can
afford, but not a Republican tax give-
away where 65 percent of the benefit
goes to the wealthiest 10 percent of
Americans.

This trillion dollar Republican tax
giveaway is paid for by cutting pro-
grams that assist veterans, children
and seniors. It is shameful, and Amer-
ica is better than this.

Let us not betray our values, values
that say in America every child will
have the opportunity to succeed in
school and in life, values that say we
will meet the needs of our veterans
who put their lives on the line to pro-
tect our freedoms, values that say we
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will take care of our parents and
grandparents in their old age.

Vote for the Democratic substitute
and for the values of this country.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. FLETCHER).

b 1230

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

I certainly appreciate his long-stand-
ing efforts to secure the financial secu-
rity of families, and I believe this bill
does just that.

Mr. Speaker, the President wanted to
save only 62 percent for Social Secu-
rity. We put 100 percent in it, locked it
up for Social Security and Medicare so
that we can make sure we provide for
that. We also increased our spending on
military, education, and still able to
return money to the American people
in overpayment because of the on-
budget surplus.

I saw this cartoon in my local news-
paper the other day and I think it real-
ly expresses the difference in attitude.
It shows here a thief in the night hold-
ing up an innocent young couple say-
ing, ‘‘I know how to spend your money
better than you do,’’ and that is ex-
actly the way the minority side feels.
They know how to spend money better
than American families do.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FLETCHER. You take the
money; you are not going to take my
time.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I would
ask that the gentleman put the car-
toon over here so we can see it too. We
cannot see it.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Speaker, I re-
claim my time. We will be glad to show
the gentleman.

I am surprised. I also have a list of
the folks who voted to increase how
much money they take home, over
$4,000 a year. Last night those same
people stood up here and said no, we do
not want the American, average Amer-
ican, to take just a little over $5,000
home over 10 years. We want to keep it.
We will take ours, but we do not want
you to have yours. So I think it shows
the hypocrisy there.

I stand to support this bill and what
the chairman has done. I encourage my
colleagues to vote for the bill and not
for the substitute.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. TANNER), a member of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. TANNER. Mr. Speaker, I came
here this morning hoping that I could
have voted for a tax bill that was rea-
sonable. All of the rhetoric we have
heard this morning, basically dealing
with the surplus, is about a projection.
It is not about a fact. In fact, 6 months
ago, part of the money we are talking
about spending today was not even
here. It was created by rewriting the
projection of what is going to happen.

This is fact. This has happened.
These are the deficits that we ran dur-
ing the 1980s and 1990s, resulting in this
national debt that we, the American
people and our kids and grandkids owe.
That is not a projection, this is not a
guess, it is not a hope, it is not a wing
and a prayer, it is a fact.

In a few minutes we are going to
have a motion to recommit. All of us,
the President, the Republicans, the
Democrats have agreed to take the So-
cial Security money surplus off the
table. The motion to commit in a few
minutes is going to focus only on this
trillion dollar surplus, on-budget sur-
plus, having nothing to do with Social
Security surpluses, that we have in
front of us that we have been spending
over and over again this morning.

I want my colleagues to listen to it,
because what it says is, let us not only
put 100 percent of the Social Security
money aside for future generations, but
let us take half of this money we are
talking about spending today and put
it to our children, to their future finan-
cial obligations. Everybody in here
knows, if they are honest with them-
selves, that simply by taking the So-
cial Security surplus and paying that
on the publicly-held debt, we do not
lessen the financial obligation of the
next generation by one red cent. It is
$5.6 trillion then; it is $5.6 trillion now,
and it is $5.6 trillion tomorrow.

By simply doing that, we do not do
anything. The motion to recommit is
the only way to pay down the debt.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. SHAW), a respected Member of the
Committee on Ways and Means and the
Chairman of the Subcommittee on So-
cial Security.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, during the debate on
the tax cut bill, a common refrain was
echoed last night, and we are seeing it
again today, and that is saying that we
will be cutting taxes somehow and it
will hurt Social Security and Medicare.

Mr. Speaker, I say to my colleagues,
it is simply not true. Do not believe
this scare tactic. The House, including
95 percent of the Democrats, have al-
ready overwhelmingly approved H.R.
1259, which is the Social Security
lockbox. This bill locks away $1.9 tril-
lion in Social Security surpluses over
the next decade. Those surpluses are to
be used and can only be used solely to
pay down the debt or to save Social Se-
curity and Medicare.

Fortunately, as established by the
Social Security guarantee plan, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. ARCHER)
and I have crafted the Social Security
surpluses, and we have proved that the
Social Security surpluses are more
than enough to save Social Security,
leaving hundreds of billions of dollars
to save Medicare and to pay down the
debt.

I cannot help but be struck by the
irony that those claiming Social Secu-
rity surpluses are not enough to save

Social Security do not even have their
own plan to save Social Security.
Where is the plan? Where is the plan to
save Social Security for all time?
There is the Archer-Shaw plan. Where
is the Democrat plan? How much does
it cost? Tax cut opponents have no an-
swers to this, and I find the silence in
this hall today deafening. Where is the
plan? Is it any surprise that we are now
trying to scare our seniors?

Well, I am going to say, this time, it
is not going to work. In fact, this bill
that we have before us today augments
efforts to save Social Security and
Medicare through needed pension re-
forms, savings and investment incen-
tives, and health care tax relief, en-
hanced savings and stronger employer
pensions, which will ensure the retire-
ment security so that it will remain
stable to support the baby boomers as
they approach retirement.

Plus, we have now added a provision
which says, if we do not pay down the
debt, then we do not cut the taxes for
that year. I think Mr. Greenspan, just
this morning, made reference to that in
his testimony in a very positive man-
ner. How much stronger of a commit-
ment to paying down debt can we get.

The tax cut is financed 100 percent
with non-Social Security surpluses.
Let me repeat that, 100 percent of non-
Social Security surpluses, which rep-
resents the overpayment of taxes by
the American family. We should refund
them and get on with the hard work of
saving Social Security and Medicare.

Fortunately, for that purpose, we can
use the Social Security surpluses al-
ready saved in the lockbox which are
more than enough to save Social Secu-
rity and Medicare. We can pay down
the debt, cut taxes and save Social Se-
curity and Medicare, and this tax bill
proves it.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. CLEMENT).

(Mr. CLEMENT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in strong support of the Demo-
cratic substitute. I want to congratu-
late the gentleman from New York
(Mr. RANGEL) for being such a strong
leader in bringing about tax fairness in
this Democratic package.

This particular issue I am talking
about is one that the Republicans
could have made part of their package.
They refused. Democrats said they
wanted this to be a part of their pack-
age, and this has to do with the funda-
mental fairness not only for Tennessee,
but for 7 other of our States.

In 1986, the State and local sales tax
deduction was eliminated from the Tax
Code and created a fundamental in-
equity between States that have an in-
come tax and those that do not. Tax-
payers living in States that have an in-
come tax can deduct their State taxes,
but those living in 7 States without an
income tax do not have a deduction. So
they end up paying more in taxes to
the Federal Government.
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In 1997, the average Tennessean paid

$927 in State taxes. We can deduct that
in the future if we will vote for the
Democratic substitute, and we need to
do that to bring about tax fairness.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support of the
Democratic substitute and, in particular, of re-
storing the sales tax deduction to the federal
income tax code.

The problems with the Republican tax pro-
posal are almost too numerous to mention.
They want to spend $792 billion over the next
ten years, almost the entire projected on-
budget surplus, on a tax cut whose main
beneficaries will be those at the top of the in-
come scale. According to the Treasury Depart-
ment, 65 percent of the tax relief would go the
wealthiest 10 percent of taxpayers. In addition
to not providing tax relief to those who most
need it, the Republican plan puts the future of
Social Security and Medicare in jeopardy.
They leave none of the projected surpluses
available for Medicare reform, meaning that
Social Security and Medicare will have to
compete for the Social Security Trust Fund. In
fact, these tax cuts would explode just about
the time the baby boomers are going to need
these essential programs. And perhaps the
most serious consequences of this ill-con-
ceived and irresponsible tax scheme is that
rather than paying off the national debt, the
Republicans would return us to an era of defi-
cits by spending all of an estimated surplus
that may very well never materialize because
it is based on drastic and unrealistic cuts in
discretionary programs.

The Democratic substitute is a moderate ap-
proach that provides tax relief to those who
most need it while also allowing us to ade-
quately fund important discretionary programs
such as Head Start, the National Institutes of
Health, and veteran’s health care, ensure the
long-term solvency of both Social Security and
Medicare, and pay off the national debt. This
amendment contains many important provi-
sions that will provide relief to middle-class
families, such as elimination of the marriage
penalty, relief from the estate tax, an increase
in the family child tax credit, funds for public
school construction and modernization, and a
tax credit for long-term care providers. It also
permanently extends the research credit, the
welfare-to-work credit, and the brownsfields
tax incentive.

Perhaps the most important provision of this
amendment for the citizens of Tennessee is
the restoration of the sales tax deduction from
the federal income tax. In 1986, the state and
local sales tax deduction was eliminated from
the federal tax code in an effort to expand the
tax base. While well-intentioned, the elimi-
nation of the sales tax deduction created a
fundamental inequity between states that have
adopted an income tax and those that have
not. That’s because, under the current tax
code, taxpayers living in states that have an
income tax can deduct their state taxes from
their federal tax bill. However, those living in
states without an income tax, such as Texas,
Florida, Washington, Tennessee, South Da-
kota, Nevada, and Wyoming, don’t have an
equivalent deduction. As a result, they end up
paying significantly more in taxes to the fed-
eral government than a taxpayer with an iden-
tical profile in a different state.

In 1997, the citizens of Tennessee paid an
average of $927 in state and local sales taxes,
but could not deduct one dollar of it from their

federal income tax returns. So, basically, Ten-
nesseans are being forced to pay taxes on
their taxes. My colleagues, this is just not
right. In fact, Tennessee Lieutenant Governor
John Wilder is exploring options for filing a
class action lawsuit against the federal gov-
ernment asserting that the citizens of Ten-
nessee are being discriminated against simply
because they live in a state that has chosen
not to enact a state income tax.

Mr. Chairman, I submit to you that the fed-
eral government should treat all taxpayers
equally, regardless of the system of taxation
their state employs.

This provision of the Democratic substitute
would allow taxpayers to deduct either their
state income tax or state and local sales taxes
from their federal income tax returns. Those
living in states that have an income tax would
still be able to take an income tax deduction
as they are today. However, residents of
states that do not have an income tax would
be provided with the opportunity to take a
similar deduction.

I also believe we should remove the incen-
tive toward a state income tax from the federal
tax code. Regardless of your views on income
taxes, sales taxes or some alternate tax struc-
tures, I’m sure my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle would agree that states should have
the right to decide for themselves how they
want to collect their revenues without inter-
ference from the federal government.

In closing, I would like to thank the distin-
guished ranking member of the Ways and
Means Committee, Mr. RANGEL, for his sup-
port of this important provisions, which my
friend, Congressman BRIAN BAIRD, and I have
been working so hard to enact. We have an
opportunity to restore fairness and equity to
the tax code in this Congress without making
the tax code more complex and without aban-
doning our fiscal discipline.

We say we want a fair tax structure. We say
we want tax reform. We say we want to give
our citizens power over their own lives. We
say we want to allow states to make their own
decisions. Let’s take this chance to do some-
thing and not just say something about tax eq-
uity.

I urge my colleagues to support the sub-
stitute amendment and reinstate the sales tax
deduction.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. COLLINS), another Member of
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the Chairman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, several months ago,
Congress passed the most important
legislation we will pass in the 106th
Congress: the budget resolution. It is a
blueprint of our agenda. The policies
we will implement to strengthen na-
tional defense, return local control and
excellence to education, and protect
Social Security. The Financial Free-
dom Act contains the revenue provi-
sions of that blueprint.

The chairman of the Federal Reserve,
Alan Greenspan, has been mentioned
several times during this debate. Ear-
lier this year, he did appear before the
Committee on Ways and Means. He
suggested that the best thing that we
can do is let the surpluses grow. That

is exactly what we are doing. The budg-
et resolution sets aside 100 percent of
the payroll taxes and all of the surplus
accruing in the Social Security Trust
Fund to ensure long-term solvency,
and the lockbox legislation ensures
that growth.

The second thing Chairman Green-
span recommended in order to main-
tain strong economic growth in this
country was to further reduce the cap-
ital gains tax rate. He also said we
should reduce marginal income tax
rates. Doing so reverses actions taken
by the President and the previous ma-
jority in Congress in 1993 when they in-
creased the number of income tax
brackets from 3 to 5. The Financial
Freedom Act accepts Chairman Green-
span’s advice by reducing marginal
rates so that we will increase savings
and investment and create more jobs.

The Chairman offered a third piece of
advice, which is also in the budget res-
olution: no new Federal spending. That
is not to say that we should not
reprioritize or even create a new pro-
gram, if needed. But no overall in-
creases in spending. The budget resolu-
tion follows that advice.

Chairman Greenspan’s advice is good
common sense that will continue eco-
nomic growth and preserve the low in-
terest rates that we enjoy today which
have benefited every family and every
working person across this country.

Mr. Speaker, as a part of the overall
blueprint, this tax bill is good common
sense tax policy, and I strongly urge its
passage.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WOOLSEY).

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, the Re-
publican Party’s risky tax plan is a
threat to our economy, and it is a fail-
ure from the start. These are the same
folks who told the country in 1993 that
the Democratic budget would destroy
the economy, so they did not vote for
it. Not one of them. They did not vote
for a budget that has resulted in the
best economy in decades.

Now, they have a tax plan to undo
the good works that we did in 1993; a
plan that lavishes cuts on the most
wealthy 1 percent of the Nation, but
does not pay down our national debt
and does not secure our Social Security
nor Medicare.

This bad bill gives the top 10 percent
of taxpayers two-thirds of the tax ben-
efit. This is outrageous. So again, we
must ask, who is taking care of our
children? Who is taking care of our re-
tirees? Who is taking care of our vet-
erans? Because we know who is taking
care of millionaires and billionaires.

Mr. Speaker, vote for the Democratic
tax bill substitute; vote for American
values.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. THOMAS), another respected
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.
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Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, this

truly is a sad day for America. The
once great Democratic Party is re-
duced to: ‘‘We can’t.’’ However, there is
hope, because the new Republican ma-
jority is showing how ‘‘we can.’’

The Democratic leader had a quote
which said, ‘‘A massive tax cut that en-
courages consumption would not be
good economic policy.’’ Well, we hap-
pen to agree with that quote. As a mat-
ter of fact, the Republican tax program
is the most massive incentive for sav-
ing and investment in the history of
the country.

Our tax plan targets savings and in-
vestments for individuals, for small
business, for international corpora-
tions, for farmers, for families. It is the
sum and substance of the Republican
philosophy: You do for yourself what
you can do. Only then should govern-
ment step in.

The Democratic leader said that ‘‘the
Democrats’ tax plan was conditioned
on saving Social Security and Medi-
care.’’ You heard the chairman of the
Subcommittee, Mr. SHAW, on Social
Security and the chairman of the full
committee, Mr. ARCHER, have a plan
certified by the trustees of the Social
Security system that our Social Secu-
rity plan saves Social Security for all
time. All we have to do is pass it.

The President has talked about a
Medicare program. The Congressional
Budget Office has now analyzed the
meager information that has been
given by the administration to the
Congressional Budget Office. We know
at least this, surprise: The President
understated his prescription drug pro-
gram by $50 billion.
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The President overstated his savings
to the Medicare system by about $16
billion. Remember, it was the Repub-
lican majority, after every opportunity
was available to the Democrats since
1965, but it was only after the Repub-
licans became the majority that we
added the preventive and wellness care
package that was absolutely essential
to Medicare, increased mammography
tests, prostate cancer detection and
treatment, diabetes detection and
treatment, osteoporosis exams, critical
in senior women. Those were only
added after Republicans became the
majority.

Republicans have a provision for de-
ductibility of prescription drugs in this
tax package, tied to the requirement
that we improve and preserve Medi-
care, conditioned on real behavior, ex-
actly the same thing for the across-
the-board tax cut tied to the perform-
ance of the economy in improving our
debt. We reward performance.

The Democrat leader concluded his
speech by saying, ‘‘Do not repeat the
mistakes of the past.’’ Well, the Demo-
crats were the majority in this House
for 40 years. I can assure the Democrat
leader we are not going to repeat the
mistakes of the past. We are not going
to do what they used to do with various

tax bills. There is no smoke and those
are no mirrors in our bill. Today, sadly
the party of that minority leader says
we can’t. Today, the Republicans say,
we can. We can save Social Security.
We can improve and preserve Medicare.
We can give some of the taxpayers’
hard-earned money back, but most im-
portantly, we can build the economy.
Today’s Republicans say we can for to-
day’s Americans and most importantly
for tomorrow’s as well.

This is an exciting day for America,
an exciting day for the House of Rep-
resentatives. We can.

Mr. RANGEL Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, when the Republicans
talk about sensitivity and caring, they
are certainly far more effective when
they bring those cartoons to the floor.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DOGGETT),
a member of the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, indeed
it is amazing today that Republicans
who tell us we ‘‘cannot’’ when it comes
to affording prescriptions for seniors,
we ‘‘cannot’’ when it comes to holding
managed health care insurers account-
able; but they now tell us we ‘‘can’’
have what is really the ‘‘Financial
Freedom from Reality Act,’’ a near
trillion dollar tax cut where they
choose party loyalty over fiscal sanity.
Instead of tax fairness for the middle
class, they propose to jeopardize our
long-term prosperity, Medicare and So-
cial Security.

This is a House that has done so very
well at doing so very little this year. Of
course the Republican leadership had
to engage in desperation tactics on this
bill. They are desperate for anything
that would mask their many failures
and continued refusal to schedule
meaningful action on the major issues
that truly concern American families.

There is no $3 trillion surplus. $2 tril-
lion is committed to assure the sol-
vency of Social Security for the com-
ing decades. The other $1 trillion is
based on false assumptions that are as
unreliable as a 10-year weather fore-
cast.

Further, they forget the advice of
Federal Reserve Chairman Alan Green-
span, who when asked about their 10
percent across-the-board tax rate cut
said he rejected it; he flatly rejected it
in favor of building up the surplus to
pay down the debt.

There is one other matter, and that
is the matter of tax fairness, because I
think most Americans are willing to
pay their fair share, but they resent
the high rollers cheating and gaming
the system while honest taxpayers
have to make up the difference. We
must help law enforcement close loop-
holes, eliminate sham transactions,
and stop tax shelter hustlers.

These tax shelter hustlers even com-
manded the attention of Forbes Maga-
zine, known as ‘‘the capitalist tool,’’
because they do a disservice to this
country and the practice of accounting.

Republicans say closing tax loopholes
for their corporate shelter buddies is a
tax increase. We say it is an oppor-
tunity to provide more tax relief to
middle-class Americans. We say these
tax-and-borrow Republicans are trying
to borrow more money to give more
tax breaks to those special interests,
who are cheating and gaming the sys-
tem.

We have the courage to take on the
special interests. They have dem-
onstrated once again they are here to
serve the special interests.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. PORTMAN), another respected
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means. The committee is a lot bigger
than it used to be, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, since
the previous speaker brought up Alan
Greenspan, let me just say what Alan
Greenspan said before our committee
in testimony in January of this year.
He said, and I quote, ‘‘If we have to get
rid of the surpluses, I would far prefer
reducing taxes than increasing spend-
ing, and indeed, I do not think it is a
close call,’’ end quote.

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the
gentleman from Texas (Chairman AR-
CHER) for putting together what I think
is a balanced, thoughtful approach to
give at least some of the money back
to the hard-working taxpayers that
created the $3 trillion surplus in the
Federal Government’s treasuries that
is projected to happen over the next 10
years.

We have heard a lot today about
across-the-board tax relief that is
going to help every single family in
America. We have heard about elimi-
nating the marriage penalty; but let
me mention a couple of other great
provisions in the Archer bill, such as
reforming unfair tax rules like the in-
terest allocation rules that are driving
U.S. companies and jobs out of this
country.

Let me mention something else that
is very important, which is the most
comprehensive pension reforms in over
a generation. That is in the Archer bill.
It is going to give millions of Ameri-
cans the ability to prepare for their
own retirement, save more for their
own retirement.

At a time when 60 million Americans,
Mr. Speaker, do not have a pension in
this country, we expand 401(k) opportu-
nities; we expand the traditional de-
fined benefit plans; we make pensions
more portable so workers can take
their pensions from job to job. We
allow a catch-up provision to let people
save even more, people who are over 50,
primarily focused on working moms so
they can save more again for their own
retirement.

We have heard a lot today from the
other side. It is getting kind of tire-
some, about tax cuts for the rich. Sev-
enty-seven percent of pension partici-
pants make less than 50,000 bucks a
year. When we strengthen our pension
system, we are helping the Americans
who need it the most.
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Though it has been a bipartisan ef-

fort from day one, unbelievably these
pension reform provisions are not in
the Democrat substitute that we are
talking about right now. I do not know
what to say about that, except I can
say that Republicans are committed to
strengthening pensions, and I hope we
can pass this legislation to do it. It is
just another example of why the Ar-
cher bill is not an irresponsible but it
is a responsible, balanced approach to
tax relief.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from
Michigan (Ms. RIVERS).

Ms. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I will not
be voting for any of the proposals that
we are going to be considering today.
Why? Because they all spend money we
do not yet have. If one follows the
headlines of the last few weeks, they
will find the surplus repeatedly being
referred to as ephemeral, shaky, a cas-
tle in the sky, a mirage, an illusion.
Why?

Well, according to the Washington
Post in their article, The Surplus Illu-
sion, the reason is to make the num-
bers come out even when they passed
the Balanced Budget Act in 1997, Con-
gress agreed to cut in the future, with-
out ever specifying how, a large cat-
egory of Federal spending that would
have to be cut by 22 percent in real
terms, 20 percent in real terms.

As I read this and thought about it,
it seemed familiar to me somehow. So
I went back through my books, and I
found what I was looking for. I found a
quote that said, ‘‘there was not a hint,
not one scintilla, about what this fabu-
lous giving actually meant, that tens
of millions of Social Security recipi-
ents, students, farmers, government
pensioners and other beneficiaries of
Federal largesse watching that night
received no warning that their benefits
would have to be deeply and suddenly
slashed in order to keep the budget
equation whole.’’

1981 all over again. Do not repeat the
past mistakes.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Mrs. FOWLER), a member of the Re-
publican leadership.

(Mrs. FOWLER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Speaker, this de-
bate today comes down to a very sim-
ple question: Whose money is it? Some
here are arguing details, but in reality
it all comes down to whether one
thinks this is the government’s money
or the American people’s money. To
me, that is an easy answer, and my
constituents tell me every time that I
talk to them it is the American peo-
ple’s money.

When Republicans took the reigns of
Congress in 1995, we made a solemn
promise to the American people to re-
turn our government to a government
of the people, by the people, and for the
people. The only way to accomplish
this is to return to the American peo-

ple control over their lives and over
their money.

That is why we committed to not
only locking away 100 percent of what
Americans pay into Social Security
and Medicare for only Social Security
and Medicare, but also returning
money to hard-working Americans and
at the same time we will pay off $2 tril-
lion in public debt, more than twice
what we offer in tax relief.

This bill returns dollars and deci-
sions home. I urge support of the bill.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. BAIRD).

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I was
watching TV last night as the debate
occurred, and I did that because I
wanted to ask myself how would the
American people decide if they were
watching this debate? And I can say, if
someone lives in certain States, the de-
cision should be absolutely clear. If
someone lives in Washington, lives in
Tennessee, Florida, Texas, Nevada,
South Dakota, or Wyoming, the choice
is clear: they will vote for the Demo-
cratic substitute.

The reason is this: the Republican
tax bill sells taxpayers in those States
out. It sells them out so they can give
tax breaks to other people but it forces
those in Washington, in Tennessee, in
Florida, in South Dakota, and Wyo-
ming, it forces them to pay higher
taxes because the Republicans refuse to
let them deduct their sales tax, which
should be their right, which the Repub-
licans took away in 1986.

If people care about tax fairness,
which the Democrats do, and we talked
to the Republicans, we went before the
Committee on Ways and Means and we
asked them, restore tax fairness for
these States; let people deduct either
their sales tax or their income tax. And
the Republican Party refused. The
Democrats put it in their substitute.
The Democratic bill respects the rights
of those people, and it is the right bill
to support.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, may I in-
quire as to how much time is remain-
ing on each side?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). The gentleman from
Texas (Mr. ARCHER) has 14 minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from New
York (Mr. RANGEL) has 19 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. DELAY), the respected whip of the
House of Representatives, and my
neighbor in Texas.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, this is a
proud day for me, particularly to
watch one of my heroes, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARCHER), who is Chair-
man of the Committee on Ways and
Means, to bring such a great bill to
this floor, that shines on his ability
and his strong, strong advocacy that
the American family should keep more
of the hard-earned money that they
make.

It is just really a pleasure to be on
the floor with the chairman and we

greatly appreciate him bringing this
bill.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
opposition to this substitute tax
amendment. The average American
family needs tax relief, not a tax in-
crease. Overall, this substitute raises
taxes. They are so unaccustomed to
cutting taxes that the do-nothing
Democrats cannot even write a tax bill
that cuts only taxes, they have to raise
taxes.

The Joint Committee on Taxation
has determined that this do-nothing
Democrat amendment would actually
increase taxes by $4 million. Amazing.
This tax burden means that working
Americans are forced to spend more
time at work and less time with their
families just to pay the government
tab.

Typically, the average American
family today pays more in taxes per
year than it spends on food, clothing
and shelter combined, combined. That
is flatly outrageous; and we want to
change it, because the Republicans
think that the government should do
more with less. Republicans think that
American families need relief from
overtaxation, but typically our oppo-
nents kick and scream and charge that
it is irresponsible to return money to
those who earned it in the first place.
They want to spend the American fam-
ilies’ money.

I think we should look back at the
past a little bit to recall how respon-
sible the Democrats were when they
were in the majority.

Today, Republicans are proposing tax
cuts, but when the Democrats were in
the majority, we had nothing but tax
increases. Today, Republicans have
forced a balanced budget; but when the
Democrats were in the majority, we
had nothing but deficits as far as the
eye could see.
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Today, Republicans are locking up
every dime of Social Security taxes in
a lockbox. But when the Democrats
were in the majority, every cent of
those Social Security taxes were spent
every year on new big-government pro-
grams.

Simply put: The claim that the
Democrats can be fiscally responsible
just does not correspond to the reality
of history, and the American people
know it.

Today, the do-nothing Democrats are
offering a plan that has some very nar-
row and some very targeted tax cuts,
but even these are contingent on spe-
cial reforms on Social Security and
Medicare, reforms which they have not
even presented a plan for. Their alleged
tax cuts will never happen because
they tie them to legislation that they
know does not and will not exist.

The Democrats are big-government
addicts. They just cannot break the old
habit of tax and spend. Overall, their
tax plan raises taxes, raises taxes,
while the Republican plan gives money
back to every, every, American family.
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The time has come to say enough is
enough, America. Americans deserve
tax relief, and we are going to start
giving it to them today.

Mr. Speaker, even when they try to
come up with a tax cut bill, the Demo-
crats end up raising taxes. I urge all of
my colleagues to vote against this sub-
stitute.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I was just waiting for somebody to
point out that there are revenue rais-
ers in our bill. I did not think it would
be the distinguished majority whip. He
says that we raise $4 million. Oh no, $4
billion is the figure that he is looking
for.

And how did we do it? We did it by
closing the Republican loophole for
those corporate tax shelters that we
are talking about. And we will do it
again and again and again. We are not
in business to protect those people who
abuse the system.

Oh, I know, one day, someday, the
Republicans want to pull the Code up
by the roots. Well, the Republicans
have been in the majority for 5 years,
and instead of pulling up the Code by
the roots, they fertilize it by these tax
shelters.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PASCRELL).

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague for yielding me
this time.

After 6.5 years of putting our fiscal
house in order, the Republican leader-
ship has put forth a tax package that
returns us to the days of irresponsible
tax schemes and ballooning deficits.
This leadership tax bill fails our sen-
iors, fails our students, our military,
our veterans, and our hard-working
middle-income families.

Sixty-five percent of the tax relief,
so-called, goes to the top 10 percent of
the taxpayers, and over half goes to the
top 5 percent. The Congressional Budg-
et Office, whose numbers are always
touted by the other side, says their
plan even spends more than non-Social
Security surpluses, $24 billion more.

The Republican lockbox for Social
Security has Jesse James as the secu-
rity guard. In contrast, the Rangel sub-
stitute strengthens Social Security and
Medicare, contains $250 billion in tax
cuts aimed at those who need the help,
including child tax credits, marriage
tax relief, long-term care for the elder-
ly and school construction funding.

It is an interesting fact of life that
when this tax cut they talk about real-
ly balloons is when the baby boomers
are going to be eligible for Social Secu-
rity. Who is going to pay for this tax
cut?

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Maine
(Mr. ALLEN).

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, this Republican tax cut
plan is a bonanza for the rich and privi-

leged. The GOP rationalizes this give-
away by saying that government
spending is inherently evil. What they
are really saying is the middle class in
this country are on their own. They
have a lot of explaining to do to the
American people if these tax cuts ever
take effect.

The majority whip here said Demo-
crats support big-government pro-
grams. Well, one of those big-govern-
ment programs is Head Start, and their
plan will cut 400,000 kids out of the
Head Start program in the next 10
years. One of those programs is the
Veterans Administration health care
for our veterans, and they will cut 1.5
million veterans out of health care
that they are getting now. One of those
plans is Medicare. One of them is So-
cial Security. And this plan does abso-
lutely nothing to preserve and protect
Social Security and Medicare.

They will have to explain to the
American people why, with the best
chance in a generation, they do noth-
ing to pay down the national debt. Mr.
Speaker, this reckless tax break must
be defeated and the Democratic sub-
stitute passed.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, may I
again inquire how much time is re-
maining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). The gentleman from
Texas (Mr. ARCHER) has 10 minutes re-
maining, and the gentleman from New
York (Mr. RANGEL) has 16 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MARKEY).

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, we know
where the money for this tax cut is
coming from. More than two-thirds of
this tax cut has been transferred from
programs that were put on a starvation
diet by the 1997 Balanced Budget Act,
which included hospital cuts, cuts to
home health care and visiting nurses,
and cuts in Medicare benefits.

The Republican moderates who are
going to vote for this bill know it is a
bad bill. They know it is bad for the
country. But they are going to vote for
it anyway, with their eyes wide shut.
Today, we are learning what the real
definition of a Republican moderate is.
It is an extremist who feels guilty
about it.

This bill is a backloaded, budget-
busting, billionaire bonanza. Yes, we
have a surplus, but if we vote for this
tax cut, we will be plunging the United
States Congress into a deep moral def-
icit.

We owe this money to people on
Medicare, we owe it to people on Social
Security, we owe it to people on home
health care, we do not owe this money
to the wealthiest 1 percent in our coun-
try.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Rhode
Island (Mr. WEYGAND).

Mr. WEYGAND. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this

time, and I rise in support of the Demo-
cratic substitute we have crafted to-
gether.

Mr. Speaker, here on the Democratic
side and on the other side we will hear
a lot of rhetoric about the complexity,
the smoke and mirrors, and it will go
back and forth. But true to what the
bill is all about, the underlying bill, 1
percent of the people in my district are
going to receive a $30,000 tax cut, and
those people in my district who make
less than $37,000 a year are going to get
less than $500 a year.

Let us talk about real people. Paul
and Jane Smith are 70 and 66 years old.
They both retired 4 years ago but are
back working, working part-time to
pay for prescription drugs after open-
heart surgery. These are real people
who will not benefit from the Repub-
lican tax cut. These are real people
that pay $8,300 a year in prescription
drug coverage that they do not have in
Medicare or in their health care. The
Democratic substitute would go to re-
forming Medicare to give them some
benefit.

The choice is clear: Do we on this
floor today vote for the rich and fa-
mous or for the real Americans
throughout this country who need a
tax break? Vote for the Democratic al-
ternative.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. PRICE).

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, ‘‘Katy bar the door. Spend
every cent before you put a penny in
your pocket.’’

This Republican tax bill is the height
of fiscal irresponsibility and economic
folly. I am proud to support the care-
fully crafted Democratic substitute,
balanced among the goals of debt re-
duction, Social Security and Medicare
solvency, and meeting our pressing de-
fense and domestic obligations. It con-
tains a prudent, affordable tax relief
package targeted to the hard-pressed
families and communities that need it
most, and it gives us the flexibility to
ride out the storm if these sunny pro-
jections do not pan out. It will let us
sustain our economic health and keep
our fiscal House in order.

Now, why would anyone want to op-
pose an $800 billion tax cut? Well, let
me give my colleagues a few reasons,
and I will go until my time runs out
and put the rest in the RECORD.

Reason number one. It bets the store
on the accuracy of 10-year surplus pro-
jections. It seems the party of ‘‘rosy
scenarios’’ has learned nothing.

Two. It contains not one dime for ex-
tending the solvency of Medicare.

Three. It foregoes hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars in debt reduction and
interest savings.

Four. It almost certainly will lead to higher
inflation and higher interest rates, thus can-
celing out the supposed benefits of lower
taxes.

Five. It leaves no room in the budget for the
investment we must make in military pay and
readiness, in health care for our veterans, in
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building highways and transit, in health and
other critical research, and in improving public
education. We are already struggling to meet
these obligations and the Republican bill
would leave us unable to even adjust present
expenditures for inflation.

Six. According to the Treasury Department,
it concentrates two-thirds of its benefits on the
wealthiest ten percent of our population. Citi-
zens for Tax Justice estimates that the tax
windfall to the wealthiest one percent would
equal the benefits to the lower 90 percent.

Seven. It locks in a tax cut that gives us lim-
ited flexibility if these projections are wrong. It
could force us to divert the Social Security
surplus. It would almost surely spell fiscal ruin
in the second ten years when its cost would
balloon to almost $3 trillion.

Eight is actually multiple choice. Choice A is
for those who believe the trigger, which can-
cels the across the board cut if the projections
are wrong, is on the level. This will create
year-to-year uncertainty in the tax code. Tax-
payers won’t know even what the tax rate is
until the final budget figures are published by
the Treasury. Choice B is for those who think
the trigger is a fig leaf for Republican mod-
erates to hide behind in order to fold their prin-
ciples once again to the conservative wing of
their party. Passing such an artifice, such a
sham as a part of a tax bill is beneath this
House.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
vote for the Rangel substitute.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DOOLEY).

(Mr. DOOLEY of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of the Demo-
cratic substitute as well as the Demo-
cratic motion to recommit, and I sup-
port these alternatives to the risky Re-
publican proposal because they em-
brace the philosophy and values that
are important to American families.

First and foremost, they are fiscally
responsible. For the last 30 years we
have a history of running annual defi-
cits. I am very proud that this year we
have turned the corner and we are ac-
tually running a surplus. And I am also
very proud that over the next 10 years,
we can project to run a $1 trillion sur-
plus. But the American families, as
well as those of us in Congress, should
know well that it is not responsible,
after 30 years of running a deficit, with
1 year of a surplus under our belt, and
without having any money put in the
bank, that we would embark upon a
risky path of a $1 trillion tax cut.

It is a risky proposition that we
would take this path before we have
even begun to pay down any of the na-
tional debt that we have developed
over the last 30 years. It is a risky pro-
posal to go down this path before we
have protected Medicare and Social Se-
curity.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. MEEKS).

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding
me this time, and I rise today in sup-

port of the Democratic substitute spon-
sored by the gentleman from New York
(Mr. RANGEL), and I commend him for
the fine work he has done in crafting
this substitute, for once again it high-
lights the difference between Demo-
crats and Republicans. Democrats ‘‘big
tent’’; Republicans ‘‘small tent.’’

The Republicans’ small tent fails to
extend Social Security solvency and
strengthen Medicare. The Republican
tax cut, the small tent Republican tax
cut, will require $23 billion in bor-
rowing from the Social Security Trust
Fund over the next 10 years. The Re-
publican small tent would give 65 per-
cent of the total tax cuts to the rich.

The Democratic big tent thinks
about those middle income Americans.
The Democratic big tent thinks about
the marriage penalty. The Democratic
big tent thinks about the earned-in-
come tax credit. The Democratic big
tent thinks about how we can make
our poor have a chance in this society
so that they too can succeed.

One thing we do know for sure; that
in the Republican small tent this bill is
so bad that if the moderates in the Re-
publicans’ small tent were left on their
own, they too would vote for this bill.

Vote in support of the gentleman
from New York (Mr. RANGEL) and the
Democratic substitute.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Or-
egon (Ms. HOOLEY).

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
as an active and ardent proponent of
meaningful and fair tax relief, I rise in
support of the framework provided by
the substitute amendment. This sub-
stitute bill best reflects the amount of
tax relief that Congress can respon-
sibly provide at this time without neg-
atively impacting the economy. It is
the only proposal allowing consider-
ation that provides the majority of
people the most tax relief.

I am personally disappointed that my
calls for greater death tax relief for
family farmers and small business own-
ers have not been adequately ad-
dressed, and I will continue to advocate
for those. But I want a measure that
gives real relief to all people; that will
not bankrupt Social Security and
Medicare; that pays down the debt and
still fits within the confines of a solid
budget projection.

Fiscal discipline and common sense
both tell us that we must provide tar-
geted tax relief that helps families and
fuels the economy engine, our eco-
nomic engine of our Nation. I call
again on the leadership to work with
all Members to move forward to a tax
cut bill that the majority of Congress
can support. Please support the Rangel
amendment.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Ms. BROWN).

b 1315

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
the Republicans practice what I call re-
verse Robin Hood, robbing from the

poor and working people to give a tax
break to the rich. I think this is illus-
trated in this Forbes Magazine head-
line.

But today I want to talk about an
issue that is very important to the peo-
ple of my great State of Florida. Since
the elimination of the sales tax deduc-
tion in 1986, the hard-working tax-
payers in my State have been treated
unfairly by the Tax Code. Because our
State does not have an income tax, our
residents are unable to deduct the
same amount as taxpayers with iden-
tical income and financial profiles of
other States and, therefore, pay a dis-
proportionate share of Federal taxes.

The language in this bill would sim-
ply allow taxpayers to deduct either
their State income tax or sales tax
using standard tables to determine
their average sales tax deduction.

The Rangel substitute is the only op-
portunity the residents of the State of
Florida have to achieve tax fairness. I
urge my colleagues to support the Ran-
gel amendment.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, throughout this entire
debate, one thing is very, very clear.
The Democrats again are fighting fero-
ciously to keep the money of the work-
ers of this country in Washington.

It is nothing new. They will use
every, every argument that has no con-
nection to this tax reduction. If they
say it long enough, maybe they can
make it stick. But there is a genuine
difference between us that is very
clear. The Democrats believe they
know best how to spend money by
spending it with Government. We be-
lieve the people know best how to
spend their own money.

What this debate is really all about is
downsizing the power of Washington
and upsizing the power of people. This
could not have been made more clear
when the President spoke in Buffalo
the day after his State of the Union ad-
dress, and he said to the people, assem-
bled there I believe in a hockey arena,
We could give you back part of this
surplus. That would be an option. But
if we did, how would we know that you
spend it right?

There is the difference, Mr. Speaker.
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3

minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. STENHOLM) someone who made a
great contribution to our substitute
and to the motion to recommit.

(Mr. STENHOLM asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I
agree that this is a defining debate and
a debate about priorities.

The question is are we going to stop
the generational mugging of our chil-
dren and grandchildren? Are we going
to give them a stronger or a weaker
America?

Our priorities today we believe, in
support of the recommittal that the
gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. TAN-
NER) will give in a moment, should be
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pay down the national debt really,
using non-Social Security surpluses to
do it, deal with Social Security and
Medicare.

Contrary to what the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. SHAW) said a mo-
ment ago, there are Democrats who
have proposed a Social Security fix.
And contrary to what the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. SHAW) and the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARCHER) do in
theirs, we do not use the same $1 tril-
lion in proposed or projected surpluses
to do it.

And let me correct, $792 billion in the
tax cut. But the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. ARCHER) conveniently forgets the
$140 billion we are going to have to pay
in interest on that debt.

The Republican bill does not reduce
the burden on future generations, and
that is what I am most concerned
about. Simply using the Social Secu-
rity surplus to reduce debt held by the
public does not reduce the total na-
tional debt, it just shifts the debt from
one part of the ledger to another.

In fact, under the bill as proposed
today, the debt in this country will go
from $5.6 trillion to over $5.8 trillion
over the next 5 years under the plan in
which we are debating. And no one can
contradict me on that because that is
in their bill. The bill leaves no room to
address other needs.

I completely accept the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARCHER) the chairman
of the committee. He is very sincere.
And I mean no disrespect. He is per-
fectly willing to cut 27 percent from
agriculture over the next 5 years. He is
perfectly willing to spend less on de-
fense than the President has proposed.
He is perfectly willing to spend less on
rural hospitals and allow rural hos-
pitals all over to close. He is perfectly
willing to do that, and I understand
that. And there are a few others, but I
do not think a majority are.

I voted for the tax cuts in 1921. We
based that decision on projections on
the promise we would cut spending.
The result was $3 trillion more in debt.
We cannot afford to take another risky
river boat gamble on projections. We
cannot afford to take 10- and 15-year
projections and spend that money like
it is real money I do not believe.

The motion to recommit will provide
an opportunity to go back and have a
bipartisan budget approach. Let me re-
mind our colleagues today, the motion
to recommit is based on the Blue Dog
budget that was supported by a major-
ity of Democrats and 29 Republicans.
Members on both sides of the aisle that
said that they agree with the approach
of paying down our national debt, deal-
ing with Social Security and Medicare,
and then dealing with tax cuts.

Voting for the recommittal would
allow us to go back and work to put to-
gether a fiscally responsible bipartisan
budget that is based on these prin-
ciples. I hope my colleagues who once
voted for this will again seriously con-
sider, because that is the way we can
responsibly deal with our children and
grandchildren.

This tax bill, if we vote for the ma-
jority approach, will explode the na-
tional dealt in the second 10 years. At
precisely the time we have to come up
with a Social Security fix, this bill will
increase the national debt by $41⁄2 tril-
lion. It is irresponsible. It needs to be
defeated. Vote for the motion to re-
commit.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. HASTERT) the Speaker of the
House of Representatives.

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
Financial Freedom Act and in opposi-
tion to the Rangel substitute.

This substitute clears up any confu-
sion on where our friends, the Demo-
crats, stand on tax relief.

According to the Congressional Budg-
et Office, the Democrat substitute ac-
tually increases taxes by $4 billion. We
have the largest surplus in history. The
Democrat substitute raises taxes by $4
billion.

Now, we have to give our friends on
the other side of the aisle credit. They
remain committed to larger Govern-
ment and bigger spending. What we
have here is a basic difference in phi-
losophy, a philosophical difference.

We can do what the Democrats want.
They want to spend more of the sur-
plus, including a portion of the Social
Security surplus, on more Washington
bureaucratic programs. They believe
that more Washington spending is re-
sponsible.

The President has said that giving
this money back to American people is
risky because he does not know how
the American people will spend their
own money. I think the President is
wrong. It is not risky to give the Amer-
ican people back the very money that
they have earned.

We have a better plan. First we lock
away the Social Security surplus so it
could be spent only on retirement secu-
rity. Over 10 years, we put $2 away for
retirement security for every $1 of tax
relief. But over 5 years, the first 5
years, we put away $800 billion in debt
relief and $156 billion in tax relief, al-
most a six-to-one ratio in debt relief.

Second, we allow Government to
grow slowly. In fact, the Government
will increase its spending by more than
$300 billion in the next 10 years under
this plan.

This means we can keep funding pro-
grams that are important to the Amer-
ican people while we work to cut
wasteful Washington spending.

Finally, we give some surplus back to
the American people by targeting un-
fair tax parts of our Tax Code.

We think it is unfair to tax marriage,
so we reduce the marriage penalty. And
where did the marriage penalty come
from? It came from tax writers on this
side of the aisle over the last 30 years.
It is time to change that.

We believe it is unfair to tax people
when they die, so we phase out the
death tax so that family farms and

small family businesses can move from
generation to generation.

We believe it is unfair to tax people
who want to save for their children’s
education, so we include education sav-
ings accounts in this bill.

My colleagues, we believe it is unfair
to tax people at the highest rate since
the great world war of World War II.
We include a 10-percent across-the-
board tax cut that phases in over 10
years.

Our tax relief proposal is responsible
and it is balanced, and it will keep the
budget balanced. It will keep the econ-
omy growing, and it will return power
back to the American people.

Today the House has a simple choice.
We can give some of the surplus back
to the people, as we advocate, or we
can return to the tax-and-spend poli-
cies of our friends on the Democratic
side of the aisle.

I urge my colleagues to make the
right choice. Vote against the Demo-
crat substitute. Vote for responsible
tax relief. And vote to give some of the
money back to the American people
that go to work every day and punch a
time clock and commute to work and
earn that money.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the reason the Repub-
licans think that they know what is in
the Rangel substitute is because we
gave it to the Committee on Rules and
we did not change it in the middle of
the night. So they have had an oppor-
tunity to read it and they read parts of
it as they will.

Oh, no, we are talking about a $250-
billion tax cut. But we are talking
about it being contingent on the cer-
tification that we repair Medicare and
Social Security.

Now, if what the majority is saying
that they do not intend to do anything
with Medicare and do not intend to do
anything for Social Security, the one
thing that we did, not that we trust
them that much, is to assure that the
provisions for research and develop-
ment and job opportunities be contin-
ued and we knew we had to pay for
those. And where did we find the
money to pay for them?

We went to Forbes Magazine. We
went to the General Office of Account-
ing and found out who was violating
the corporate laws and we got the cor-
porate shelters people that have been
hustling off of this IRS code that they
are trying to pull up by the roots and
we raised the $4 billion by closing those
loopholes.

I tell my colleagues this: Even if they
did nothing, we would still go back to
trying honest, equitable tax code and
not give away money to people who do
not deserve it.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, there are
four problems with the bill before us.

First of all, it does nothing really to
strengthen Social Security. It does
nothing to strengthen Medicare. Two-
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thirds of the benefits go to the richest
10 percent of people in this society, and
they are paid for by surpluses that are
predicted but will not materialize be-
cause they assume that, in the end,
this Congress will cut education and
health care and veterans and environ-
ment by over 20 percent in real terms
and that this Congress will not restore
badly needed funds to Medicare and to
home health care.

If that is not a public lie, it is at
least a huge public fib.

I was here in 1981. I saw this Congress
whoop through the budget then, mak-
ing the same kind of promises it is
making today about surpluses as far as
the eye can see.

Instead of that, what that package
did was dig us into the biggest deficit
hole in history. It has taken us 18 years
to dig out those deficits. And now what
does this bill do? It gives us a chance
to do it all over again.

You have institutional amnesia. Vote
against the bill and for the Rangel sub-
stitute.

b 1330

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. JOHN).

Mr. JOHN. Mr. Speaker, since last
night and all during the day today, we
have heard a lot of rhetoric and a lot of
numbers being tossed around; who
could one-up the other.

But what the real question here is,
what the real question that we are em-
barking on today is about our debt and
our obligations. Those are two words
that you and I in our business, in our
household we deal with every day. The
interest that we pay on our debt is 17
percent of our budget. $5.9 trillion.

The best gift that I could give finan-
cially to my two twin sons Hayes and
Harrison is to pay down that debt. We
pay $280 billion in interest on that
debt. That is our debt. Our obligation
is Social Security and Medicare. Those
programs have been good, they are
going to be here. This is our oppor-
tunity to do it.

The Blue Dog budget that we have
talked about so often does those two
things and provides 25 percent of the
surplus for targeted tax cuts. That is
the common sense way to go about
handling the surplus. That is the way
we should proceed tonight.

Vote for the motion to recommit.
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1

minute to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. DAVIS).

(Mr. DAVIS of Illinois asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of the Rangel substitute
and in opposition to the Republican
Robin Hood in reverse, take from the
poor give to the rich, Marie Antoi-
nette-inspired bill.

Mr. Speaker, the Republican plan is
an instrument of destruction. Not only
does it cut taxes for the wealthy but it
cuts the heart out of poor people who

need LIHEAP, senior citizens who need
Medicare to help pay for their prescrip-
tion drugs, babies who need milk,
mothers and children who need food,
communities that need policemen to
cut crime.

These cuts are not good for America
and will cause our people and our com-
munities to bleed. I have been told, Mr.
Speaker, in the community where I
live, when you cut, cut, cut, somebody
is going to bleed, and the blood of the
American people will be on the hands
of those who held the knife.

I will not cut the heart out of the
people. Vote for the Rangel substitute.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

The Republicans have been very cre-
ative and political in putting together
their document. But before they even
put it together, Chairman Greenspan
said, the best thing that you can do for
this great democracy, this great repub-
lic, this great economy, is to reduce
the debt.

Now, you have come up with this
cockamamie do not cut back the taxes
unless the interest rates are dropping.
Mr. Greenspan says do not help him.

For God’s sake get rid of this. You
know it is going to be vetoed. Let us
try to create a climate today where Re-
publicans and Democrats can work to-
gether, where we can go to the Presi-
dent and negotiate something within a
quarter of a trillion dollar tax cut,
where we can reduce the Federal debt.

But the most important thing is that
you and I can go home and let the
American people know that we fulfilled
our commitment to the generation
that is coming with Social Security
and with Medicare.

Now, we know you do not like these
programs, but we know that the Amer-
ican people want you to support it. So
forget your pride, forget the fact that
these are Democratic proposals, and let
us try to work together as a United
States Congress and not like Repub-
licans and not like Democrats.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, to close
the debate on our side, I yield the bal-
ance of my time to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. ARMEY).

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, the great
privilege that we have as a generation
of Americans is that we have the op-
portunity to be the bridge between two
great generations of Americans. We
begin by honoring our mothers and our
fathers, that generation of Americans
that saved the world for freedom and
democracy, and we provide a bridge
from there heroism to our own chil-
dren, those bright, young, creative en-
gines of prosperity that are turning
prosperity into our lives as a result of
that freedom they have.

I want to take a moment and thank
my colleagues from my party in this
body. I want to thank the Speaker for
his leadership. I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARCHER) for
his stewardship.

Despite the fact that we have under-
stood all through this year and it has

been made clear on the front page of
the Washington Post that the Demo-
crats have had a strategy, ‘‘We will do
nothing for either of these two genera-
tions, we forgo any input into policy,
we want these issues for politics,’’ we
have soldiered on.

We have worked hard, we have had
great debates between ourselves on
these issues, and I am proud of the de-
bates we have had. In none of these de-
bates did we have people say, ‘‘What’s
in it for me?’’ The question is, how can
we best serve our children’s future as
we honor our mother and our father?

In doing that we have listened to our
children. It has been our children, that
great generation of workers and entre-
preneurs, that have said, ‘‘Take care of
retirement security and Medicare secu-
rity.’’

We have had our hands reached out
across the aisle. We have reached down
the avenue to the White House. We
have said, ‘‘Let’s pull together a plan,
a long-term plan for Social Security
and Medicare stability.’’ We have been
met with silence. When the President
has tried to reach back, he has been
met with chagrin from the Democrats
in the House who said, ‘‘No, no, this is
our political issue. We cannot be tri-
fling with policy.’’ So again we go
alone.

Our first step has been to honor these
children by locking away, over the
next 10 years, $2 trillion of their pay-
roll taxes for retirement security and
Medicare. That will pay down debt, and
we will continue to work and hope that
the do-nothing Democrats will reform
their ways, get over their politics, get
over themselves and come to work for
this great generation of young people
who are saying, ‘‘Honor our grandma
and grandpa, fix these systems, make
it sound, do your duty.’’

Can we not get beyond our politics?
No, they would rather argue and quar-
rel.

Now, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. RANGEL) says, ‘‘Oh, you Repub-
licans, you’re sneakier than me.’’ Well,
that is a generous thing to say. But I
have to tell you, Mr. Speaker, I will
not read the record of this debate as it
comes from the Democrats in this de-
bate because I have a longstanding per-
sonal tradition of not reading fiction.

It is enough to quarrel. We should
have differences of opinion. But this is
the people’s body and here we ought to
put politics aside and deal with policy.

They say we are irresponsible. They
say we are reckless. That is not what
the distinguished Senator from Ne-
braska, Senator KERREY, war hero, has
said. He said just yesterday, ‘‘Cutting
$800 billion when you have got $3 tril-
lion coming in is hardly an outrageous,
irresponsible move.’’ Cutting $800 bil-
lion over the next 10 years when, over
the next 10 years, there will be $23 tril-
lion, Mr. and Mrs. America, of your
hard-earned earnings to come to this
great Nation is hardly an irresponsible
or outrageous move. No, indeed, it is a
respectful move. It is your money. You
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earned it. You should not pay more
than we need. And we should not need
more than we do. And we should give it
back and let you keep it.

That is what they are fighting here.
They are saying, ‘‘Don’t take that
money and leave it in the hands that
earns it. Give it to us.’’ The President
said, this President that raised taxes
just a few years ago, ‘‘We could cut
your taxes and hope that you spend it
wisely, but we don’t want to take that
chance.’’

Well, if you think you know better
how to spend for me and my family, let
me ask you, when was the last time
you got your wife the right Christmas
present? No, we will do better for our-
selves, thank you. Leave our money in
our pockets.

‘‘We need big government programs,’’
they say, more big government pro-
grams. Where is the service? They can-
not even tell you what they are doing,
they themselves.

The President raised taxes and just a
few weeks ago, the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT), the minority
leader, said, ‘‘I’d be proud to raise
taxes.’’ Just a few days ago, he said, ‘‘I
think we ought to have a $200 billion
tax reduction,’’ and we thought they
were going to offer one, but last night,
not me, not the Speaker, not the chair-
man of the Committee on Ways and
Means but the Congressional Budget
Office evaluated their tax package,
that they ask us to vote on right now.

The gentleman from New York may
say, ‘‘I disagree that your package rep-
resents exactly what you say it rep-
resents,’’ but he has always conceded it
represents a tax cut, albeit he argues
for only the rich, but he has never
quarreled with the fact that we are of-
fering here a reduction in the taxes of
the hardworking men and women of
America.

Do not ask us to set that aside. Do
not ask us to vote instead for that real
tax reduction with which you disagree,
the fiction of your substitute, which is
judged by the Congressional Budget Of-
fice to be, no, not a tax reduction but
a tax increase of $4 billion.

When the gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. GEPHARDT) said, on one hand, ‘‘I’d
be proud to raise taxes’’ and, on the
other hand, ‘‘I’m ready to lower taxes,’’
I wondered whom was in fact the mi-
nority leader. Now, I know. The real
minority leader is the one that brings
to this floor to be voted on before the
American people, on this day, as a sub-
stitute to our tax reduction, a $4 bil-
lion tax increase to add to the $23 tril-
lion the government is already going to
take from your children and my chil-
dren.

Let us vote that tax increase down
and vote for our tax decrease. Let our
children have a better job, more take-
home pay, a happier, more well-edu-
cated family. And when our children
die, let them give to our grandchildren
all the fruits of their labor, none of
which should be stolen from our grand-
children in the form of a death tax.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I rise to strongly support this amendment.

The Trillion Dollar Tax Break and Deficit Act
of 1999 is irresponsible legislation that reeks
of political posturing. The bill relies on projec-
tions of future surpluses that America may
never see. This bill would exacerbate the ills
of our economy and would only extend the
rich-poor gap that already plagues our coun-
try. This substitute would remedy many of the
problems found in the original bill. This
amendment recognizes that we should target
those who need the most help, not those who
are the most wealthy.

Among the many reasons that I enthusiasti-
cally support this amendment is the fact that
it incorporates many important community de-
velopment initiatives such as an increase in
the low-income housing tax credit program
and the new markets tax credit proposed by
the President to revitalize depressed areas.
The City of Houston and I have worked too
hard to provide quality low-income housing to
the 18th District. To undermine that with a
haphazard tax bill is unacceptable. For the
sake of our citizens, we must vote in favor of
this amendment.

This amendment also accelerates the $1
million estate tax exclusion and 100 percent
deductibility for the health insurance costs of
the self-employed, as well as an increase in
the costs which small businesses can expense
rather than capitalize.

It is important that we recognize the needs
of small businesses. Almost four million Tex-
ans work in businesses with less than 500
employees, generating a total payroll of about
$100 billion a year. This sector of business is
growing. From 1992 to 1996, small businesses
have added 162,201 new jobs. In 1998, Texas
businesses with less than 100 employees em-
ployed 42.4 percent of the Texas, non-farm
workforce (up from 40.6 percent in 1996).
Small and medium businesses account for
more than 67 percent of the Texas workforce.
These viable businesses need our support,
and this substitute can provide it.

Also important is the fact that this amend-
ment strongly supports the family. The sub-
stitute includes modifications to the minimum
tax to ensure that middle income families re-
ceive the full benefit of the per-child family
credit, the education credit, dependent care
credit, and other nonrefundable credits. The
amendment also provides tax relief for families
with children under age 5 for purposes of as-
sisting these families in meeting costs of child
care, health care, and other expenses. The re-
lief would arrive in the form of a $250 increase
in the per-child family credit. In addition, the
substitute would provide tax relief to families
residing in States that use retail sales taxes
rather than income taxes to fund their State
government.

The family unit is sacred, and we want to do
everything within our power to ensure the sta-
bility and financial viability of the family. This
amendment is an improvement over the origi-
nal bill because the original bill relies upon an
across the board ten percent cut to help
American families. Such thinking is naive.
Low-income families would only see a tax cut
of about $100. In comparison, the highest one
percent of taxpayers would see a tax cut of
$20,000. This situation is unacceptable, and
we must vote for this amendment to remedy
the problems existing in the original bill.

Finally, it pleases me to see that the
amendment recognizes the need for school

modernization. This substitute includes a
school construction and modernization initia-
tive that would provide $25 billion in free-or-in-
terest-cost funds for public school construction
and modernization costs. Many of our public
schools are in desperate need of repair and
renovation. Our children are our future, and
they deserve only the best facilities.

Finally, I appreciate this amendment be-
cause it treats the taxpayers in my home State
of Texas fairly. Since the elimination of the tax
deduction in 1986, taxpayers in Texas, a State
that does not have an income tax, were forced
to deduct less than taxpayers with identical
profiles in States that do have an income tax.
The amendment contains a provision that will
remedy this inequity—the original bill fails to
include such a provision. The substitute is
based on H.R. 1433, a bill that I co-spon-
sored, that represented a bipartisan effort that
would provide taxpayers with the option of de-
duction of either state and local income taxes
or state and local sales taxes.

Because of the many important and nec-
essary improvements that this amendment
provides, I urge my colleagues to vote for this
substitute.

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I share many of
my colleagues concerns about the heavy tax
burden imposed on the hardworking men and
women in this country. So, it is with great re-
gret that I rise in opposition to the bill before
us today. While it contains the essence of
many tax reductions that I personally support
and which are long over due, I am deeply con-
cerned about ensuring the solvency of the So-
cial Security and Medicare programs. I am
very pleased, however, to support the alter-
native measure, which will also provide nec-
essary tax relief, but will protect the future of
Social Security and Medicare.

Each weekend when I am home in my dis-
trict, I hear from my constitutents that we must
shore up the Social Security and Medicare
programs. Since 1965 the Medicare program
has provided universal health insurance cov-
erage to our nation’s seniors. The program’s
future is in jeopardy and while I also support
tax relief, I strongly believe that we must ad-
dress the solvency of this program, as well as
Social Security, for future generations.

It is estimated that by 2034, the Social Se-
curity Trust Fund will be depleted. It is essen-
tial that we utilize the budget surplus to help
secure the future of the program. By exer-
cising appropriate fiscal discipline, Social Se-
curity revenues will not be needed to fund dis-
cretionary programs and we will be able to
preserve and protect Social Security without
reducing benefits or shortening retirement.

The marriage penalty tax is one of the sin-
gle biggest items of interest to the hard-work-
ing men and women of our nation. Under the
current federal income tax system, married
couples pay more income tax than they would
if they were single. Instead of eliminating that
penalty for all, the bill before us today only re-
duces by a marginal amount the penalty for
less than half of the taxpayers who are affect-
ing by it. I cannot go home in good con-
science and tell my constituents that we
‘‘voted to eliminate the marriage penalty tax’’
when this bill does not, in fact, achieve that
goal.

I firmly believe that we should reduce and
eliminate capital gains taxes. I believe that it
is immoral to force the break up of family
farms and small businesses through the impo-
sition of the estate tax. I also believe that we
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should not leave’s debt to be paid for by
tommorrow’s generations. They will have
enough problems of their own without being
saddled with ours.

The Democratic alternative which I am sup-
porting today provides a more generous relief
in the marriage penalty tax. It provides an in-
crease in the family tax credit for young chil-
dren. It provides tax credits for individuals with
long term care needs. It accelerates the 100%
deductibility of health insurance premiums
paid by self-employed individuals, including
farmers and small businessmen. It accelerates
the increase in estate tax exclusions, and in-
creases the expensing options for small busi-
nesses. It does all of this while providing for
the solvency of Social Security and Medicare.

Mr. Speaker, while the tax reduction pack-
age may not go as far as many of us would
like to go, it is responsible. It is paid for. And,
it is based upon reasonable economic projec-
tions.

I urge the adoption of the substitute and the
rejection of the Committee’s bill.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. Speaker, as
I travel around my Congressional District, the
people of Northern New Mexico make it very
clear what they expect from Congress.

Whether I am in Santa Fe or Farmington,
Espanola or Clovis, my constituents tell me
that they want Congress to protect Social Se-
curity and Medicare, to strengthen education,
to expand access to health care, and to fight
for our veterans.

That is why, Mr. Speaker, I rise today
against the irresponsible tax proposal offered
by the majority, and in support of the Demo-
cratic substitute. The trillion dollar risky Re-
publican tax plan benefits the wealthy while
jeopardizing everything my constituents have
asked us to fight for.

Mr. Speaker, the majority’s proposal is
based on risky economic assumptions, that we
just don’t know to be true. If the current budg-
et projections are wrong, this proposal will
send us back to the days of exploding deficits,
high inflation rates, and uncertainty over the
future of Social Security and Medicare.

My party has offered a proposal to save So-
cial Security and Medicare, and offer targeted
tax cuts to those families that need it the
most. Mr. Speaker, Northern New Mexico fam-
ilies want this Congress to pass a budget that
protects Social Security, Medicare, education
and health care.

Northern New Mexico families want and de-
serve tax relief—but it should be done in an
honest and responsible manner. The Demo-
cratic substitute does that, Mr. Speaker,
through targeted tax credits and giving support
to local communities in the areas of education,
health care, and economic development.

I urge my colleagues to vote with me to pro-
tect the interests of hard working American
families and support the Democratic sub-
stitute.

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in favor of
the Democratic substitute and in opposition to
H.R. 2488, the fiscally irresponsible Repub-
lican tax bill of 1999. I support the Democratic
substitute because it does three things.

First, I believe that the ultimate tax cut are
low interest rates for the American people. We
will achieve this by paying down our national
debt. Second, it secures Social Security and
Medicare and third it provides targeted tax
cuts that invest in our people and our econ-
omy.

One of the tax cuts is making the Research
& Development tax credit permanent. This tax
credit has been critical to our nation’s stunning
economic growth, but it is not permanent and
recently expired once again. Because of its
start-stop nature, companies are unable to rely
on the full benefits that the R&D tax credit pro-
vides.

Imagine if the home mortgage deduction
was temporary. Homeowners would live in un-
certainty, and the housing industry would be in
chaos.

It’s time to make the R&D tax credit perma-
nent. The Democratic substitute makes it per-
manent; the Republican plan does not.

The Republican plan is irresponsible. It will
promote huge budget deficits, more national
debt and weaken the American economy. It
will set up a generational mugging.

I urge members to vote for the Democratic
substitute. We can’t go back—we must go for-
ward.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). All time for general de-
bate has expired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 256,
the previous question is ordered on the
bill, as amended, and on the further
amendment by the gentleman from
New York (Mr. RANGEL).

The question is on the amendment in
the nature of a substitute offered by
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RANGEL).

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 173, noes 258,
not voting 3, as follows:

[Roll No. 331]

AYES—173

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Boswell
Boucher
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Coyne
Crowley
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeGette
DeLauro

Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Forbes
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holt
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)

Jefferson
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kaptur
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McGovern
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)

Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rangel
Reyes
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard

Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Serrano
Sherman
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)

Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vento
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOES—258

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
Delahunt
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Fossella
Fowler

Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kelly
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
Mascara
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
Metcalf

Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Moran (KS)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Olver
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Paul
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
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Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey

Traficant
Upton
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)

Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—3

Kennedy McDermott Peterson (PA)

b 1405

Messrs. SHADEGG, SHOWS, MAS-
CARA, RAHALL, CHABOT, CRAMER,
PHELPS and OLVER changed their
vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Ms. DEGETTE, Mrs. MEEK of Florida
and Mr. BALDACCI changed their vote
from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment in the nature of a
substitute was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.
MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. TANNER

Mr. TANNER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. TANNER. In its present form, I
am, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. TANNER moves that the bill, H.R. 2488,

be recommitted to the Committee on Ways
and Means with instructions to promptly re-
port the same back to the House with an
amendment—

(1) which provides a net 10-year tax reduc-
tion of not more than 25 percent of the cur-
rently projected non-Social Security sur-
pluses, and

(2) which provides that the effectiveness of
each tax reduction contained therein is con-
tingent on a certification by the Director of
the Office of Management and Budget that—

(a) 100 percent of the Social Security Trust
Fund surpluses and 50 percent of the non-So-
cial Security surpluses are dedicated to re-
ducing the amount of the publicly-held na-
tional debt,

(b) there are protections (comparable to
those applicable to the Social Security Trust
Fund surpluses) that assure that 100 percent
of the Social Security Trust Fund surpluses
and 50 percent of non-Social Security sur-
pluses are used to reduce the amount of pub-
licly-held national debt, and

(c) 100 percent of the Social Security Trust
Fund surpluses and 50 percent of the non-So-
cial Security surpluses shall not be available
for any purposes other than reducing pub-
licly-held national debt.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Tennessee (Mr. TANNER) is recognized
for 5 minutes in support of his motion.

Mr. TANNER. Mr. Speaker, earlier
today in the debate there was some
conversation about what Chairman
Greenspan would or would not do. Just
a few minutes ago, I am told, he testi-
fied in response to a question about
this tax cut bill that quote, ‘‘I remain
where I was the time I appeared before

you and the time before that. The re-
duction that occurs in the Federal debt
as a consequence of reducing the debt
is an extraordinarily effective tool for
a good economy; it moved interest
rates lower, the cost of capital is lower,
it led to expansion of economic growth.
Therefore, as I said before, we must let
the surplus run. If I was asked what
our first priority should be, it would be
to let the surplus run and reduce the
Federal debt.’’

Mr. Speaker, during the debate
today, we have really come a long way.
The President, the Republicans, the
Democrats, the Congress, the Senate,
even, we have come a long way; but
this debate today is about what to do
with the $792 billion that is involved in
this tax cut. It is us versus our children
and grandchildren.

And why do I say us? It is because
we, particularly those of us over 40,
have benefited from the consumption
on borrowed money over the last 25 or
30 years, but it is our children and
grandchildren that have the most to
lose today.

I did not sleep particularly well last
night, and in my fitfulness I envisioned
that I was part of the majority and
voted for this Republican bill. I was
proud of this vote, and I went home to
back-slapping at the civic clubs and
standing ovations at the political ral-
lies. People told me how proud they
were of me, and I really felt great
about myself.

But then this theme changed and I
found myself at a grade school back
home, a young fellow with a cowlick
came up and said, Mr. Congressman,
you are an important guy, you take
good care of us and our country. My
classmates and I appreciate Congress
and the President agreeing not to
spend the Social Security Trust Fund
anymore. We hope you can live up to
that. Mr. Congressman, I know we
don’t have a lobbyist, we don’t have a
PAC, we can’t even vote.

All we have, Mr. Congressman, is you
and your fellow Members to look out
for us. We know you grown-ups work
hard and need a tax cut and we want
you to have one. But sir, could I ask
you, would you just split the surplus
with us? Would you just give us half?
We know our future is tied to the
amount of debt America owes and the
interest we know we will have to pay
during our adult years on that debt.
Would you just split this $792 billion
surplus with us?

I said, No, kid. I need 80 to 90 percent
of it. You are right, I am important. I
have the power to take it for myself. I
can take the money and run. Look,
kid, life is not fair, and the sooner you
learn that, the better.

And then, Mr. Speaker, I woke up. I
was not quite so proud of my vote. I
was not even proud about anything I
had done. He did not have a lobbyist,
he did not have a PAC, he could not
vote. All he and his friends have is us,
Congress people.

Well, little buddy, you might not
have a lobbyist or PAC, or you cannot

vote, but you are just as important
part of the American family as any
adult in this country. So when we say,
let us give it back to the people, little
buddy, you are one of the people and
one of the most important, because you
are our big future. Split with you, you
ask? I am proud to split it with you. It
is the least I can do. That is why we
offer this motion to recommit.

Give them half of this $792 billion.
Pay it on the debt. That little boy and
our kids’ future may well depend on it.

b 1415

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). Does the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. WATTS) seek to
claim the time in opposition to the mo-
tion?

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Yes, Mr.
Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. WATTS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speak-
er, I would say to my friend, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. TANNER),
rather than giving half of that $790 bil-
lion, Republicans, we propose to put
$800 billion in debt relief over the next
5 years.

Mr. Speaker, when the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT) became
Speaker of the House, he said that we
would give the American people tax re-
lief; we would send education dollars
back home; said we would take every
dollar of Social Security and set it
aside for Social Security retirement,
and he said we would strengthen our
national defense.

I have been baffled over the last 12
hours, as I have listened to the debate
that I have heard here on the floor, be-
cause one would not think that the Re-
publicans, that we do any of that stuff.
One would think that it was just hor-
rible all the things that I have heard
over the last 12 hours in this debate.

Mr. Speaker, once and for all, let me
share with the American people what
our tax relief and our tax fairness
package does. We are going to give the
American people over the next 10
years, we are going to give them about
$792 billion in tax relief and in tax fair-
ness, and in this tax relief package and
in this tax fairness package, we are
going to eliminate the marriage tax
penalty. We do not think it is fair that
people have to pay more money if they
are a married couple than they do if
they are two individuals. We don’t
think that is fair.

We are going to eliminate death
taxes. We believe it is unfair that peo-
ple have to face the undertaker and the
IRS in the same week. That is unfair.

Mr. Speaker, we have heard over the
last 12 hours that eliminating the
death tax, it is helping the rich.

Well, Mr. Speaker, let us say that I
am a millionaire and I am worth a mil-
lion dollars. If I die and I choose to
leave my family farm or my small
business to my kids and my grandkids,
it is not benefiting me. I am dead. I get
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nothing out of that. It is for my kids
and for my grandkids.

We do that. We take care of that.
Mr. Speaker, we say we want to cut

taxes 10 percent across the board over
the next 10 years. Mr. Speaker, we said
for every two dollars that we set aside
for Social Security retirement, we are
going to put one dollar in for tax relief.
I think that is fair.

This is about people. We have been
talking about numbers and we have
heard all kind of numbers over the last
12 hours. Mr. Speaker, this is not about
numbers. It is about people, the folks
back home, my half a million or so
constituents. They get up every morn-
ing wondering how are we going to find
money to buy school clothes for the
kids? How are we going to find money
to buy new tires for the car? The wash-
er and dryer went out last week. How
are we going to find money to pay for
the new washer and dryer that we need.

This is about people. It is about fami-
lies. It is about working moms working
from paycheck to paycheck to make
ends meet. It is about working families
working from paycheck to paycheck to
make ends meet; giving them more of
their money to free up their time, not
having to work but so they can spend it
with their kids and with their
grandkids. That is what this is about,
securing the future for our families, for
our children, for our farmers.

That is what it is about, helping
them to pursue the hopes, the dreams
and the ambitions, the goodness. That
is what it is about.

We have heard a lot of babble over
the last 12 hours. I have listened to
some of the debate, and from time to
time I would hear things that I would
feel like saying, give me a physical
break. $800 billion we are paying down
on the national debt. We are securing
the Social Security trust fund.

The President said here about a year
ago, 8 months ago, he said let us take
62 percent of the surplus and set it
aside for Social Security.

We created the lockbox. We said
when that FICA fellow, and everyone
will see it on their paycheck, when
that FICA fellow takes money out of
the paycheck, we are going to force
him to do with it what he says he is
going to do with it. Save it in the
lockbox for retirement.

Mr. Speaker, we have a great oppor-
tunity, a great opportunity, in the next
few minutes, to do a lot for our fami-
lies, for working moms, working dads,
for small businesspeople, for farmers. I
beg my colleagues not to blow it.

I oppose this motion to recommit. I
urge a no vote, and vote yes on final
passage.

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I
strongly support the motion to recommit of-
fered by the Blue Dog Democrats. It makes
common sense to save half the budget sur-
plus for deficit reduction, and it is hard for me
to believe that this would be controversial.

I understand a sense of Congress resolution
in favor of debt reduction has now been added
to Chairman ARCHER’s bill. That clarifies the

issue. You can either vote for the motion to re-
commit to actually accomplish debt reduction,
or you can vote to say you are for debt reduc-
tion without taking any action to do it.

Mark my words, the Republican tax bill will
plunge us back into deficit spending before its
is fully implemented. According to the Con-
gressional Budget Office, if you assume that
appropriations bills will increase by the rate of
inflation, and there is no emergency spending
for 10 years, then its $996 billion surplus
shrinks to $247 billion. The difference, if the
Republican tax bill passes, will be deficit
spending.

And its $3 trillion cost of the Republican tax
bill when fully implemented during the second
ten years will plunge us off a deficit cliff just
as surely as lemmings heading to the sea.

This motion to recommit is the last oppor-
tunity to turn away from the cliff. I hop my col-
leagues will use their common sense, and
vote for this motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion to recommit.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. TANNER. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 211, noes 220,
not voting 3, as follows:

[Roll No. 332]

AYES—211

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro

Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Forbes
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Goode
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)

Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler

Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pickett
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman

Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Shows
Sisisky
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner

Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOES—220

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gekas
Gibbons

Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kasich
Kelly
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle

Ose
Oxley
Packard
Paul
Pease
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
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Whitfield
Wicker

Wilson
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—3

Kennedy McDermott Peterson (PA)

b 1438

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). The question is on the
passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 223, noes 208,
not voting 3, as follows:

[Roll No. 333]

AYES—223

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher

Foley
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kasich
Kelly
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
McCollum

McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Paul
Pease
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent

Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey

Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)

Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—208

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Forbes
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)

Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar

Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pickett
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Quinn
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Shows
Sisisky
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOT VOTING—3

Kennedy McDermott Peterson (PA)

b 1455
So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded
The title of the bill was amended so

as to read:
‘‘A bill to provide for reconciliation pursu-

ant to sections 105 and 211 of the concurrent
resolution on the budget for fiscal year
2000.’’.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 2561, DEPARTMENT OF
DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2000

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 257 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 257

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2561) making
appropriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2000, and for other purposes. All points of
order against consideration of the bill are
waived. General debate shall be confined to
the bill and shall not exceed one hour equal-
ly divided and controlled by the chairman
and ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. After general de-
bate the bill shall be considered for amend-
ment under the five-minute rule. Points of
order against provisions in the bill for fail-
ure to comply with clause 2 of rule XXI are
waived. During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole may accord priority in recogni-
tion on the basis of whether the Member of-
fering an amendment has caused it to be
printed in the portion of the Congressional
Record designated for that purpose in clause
8 of rule XVIII. Amendments so printed shall
be considered as read. The chairman of the
Committee of the Whole may: (1) postpone
until a time during further consideration in
the Committee of the Whole a request for a
recorded vote on any amendment; and (2) re-
duce to five minutes the minimum time for
electronic voting on any postponed question
that follows another electronic vote without
intervening business, provided that the min-
imum time for electronic voting on the first
in any series of questions shall be 15 min-
utes. At the conclusion of consideration of
the bill for amendment the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopted.
The previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the gentlewoman from North Carolina
(Mrs. MYRICK) is recognized for one
hour.

There was no objection.

b 1500

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. FROST) pending which
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. During consideration of this res-
olution, all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only.

Yesterday the Committee on Rules
met and granted an open rule for H.R.
2561, the Fiscal Year 2000 Department
of Defense Appropriations Act.

The rule provides for 1 hour of gen-
eral debate equally divided between the
chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Appropria-
tions. The rule waives all points of
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order against consideration of the bill.
It waives points of order against provi-
sions in the bill for failure to comply
with clause 2 of rule XXI, prohibiting
unauthorized or legislative provisions
in a general appropriations bill. The
rule allows the Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole to accord priority
in recognition to Members who have
preprinted their amendments in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. The rule al-
lows the Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole to postpone votes during
consideration of the bill, and to reduce
voting time to 5 minutes on a post-
poned question if the vote follows a 15-
minute vote. Finally, the rule provides
for one motion to recommit, with or
without instructions.

Mr. Speaker, H.Res. 257 is an open
rule for a strong, bipartisan bill. It is a
bill that will allow us to rest a little
easier at night, knowing that our na-
tional defense is stronger and that we
are taking good care of our troops. I
have always admired the patriotism
and dedication of our military per-
sonnel, especially given the poor qual-
ity of military life for our enlisted men
and women. But today we are doing
something to improve military pay,
housing and benefits. We are helping to
take some of our enlisted men off food
stamps by giving them a 4.8 percent
pay raise. And we have added $258 mil-
lion for a variety of health care efforts.
We are boosting the basic allowance for
housing, increasing retention pay for
pilots and prompting the GAO to study
how we can do better.

But along with personnel, we have
got to take care of our military readi-
ness. We live in a dangerous world, and
Congress is working to protect our
friends and family back home from our
enemies abroad. We are providing for a
national missile defense system so that
we can stop a warhead from places like
China or North Korea if that day ever
comes. We are boosting the military’s
budget for weapons and ammunition,
something they sorely need, and we are
providing $37 billion for research and
development so our forces will have
top-of-the-line equipment to do their
jobs.

I urge my colleagues to support this
rule and to support the underlying bill.
Now more than ever we must improve
our national security.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
Department of Defense Appropriations
bill for fiscal year 2000 and in support
of the men and women in uniform who
serve this country. This is a good bill,
Mr. Speaker. In the challenging world
in which we live, this bill begins to
bring military spending to levels that
can ensure that our Armed Forces can
meet and exceed the missions they are
assigned.

But, that being said, I am concerned
that the Committee on Appropriations
has chosen to delete funding for the

procurement of the first six F–22 fight-
er aircraft. I fear, Mr. Speaker, that
this pause in the program effectively
kills the development of a fighter air-
craft that is the key to the long-term
defense of our Nation and our allies.

The Air Force and the President are
also extremely concerned about the ac-
tion taken by the Committee on Appro-
priations. In a statement of adminis-
tration policy delivered to the Com-
mittee on Rules yesterday afternoon,
the administration made clear its op-
position to the reduction in funding for
the F–22. I would like to quote from the
statement of administration policy:
‘‘The F–22 is optimized to perform a
crucial role, achieving air superiority
early in any future conflict, even
against adversaries equipped with the
advanced weapons that will be devel-
oped in the first part of the next cen-
tury. No other aircraft, including the
F–15 or the proposed Joint Strike
Fighter, will be able to fulfill that
role.’’

Mr. Speaker, this weapons program is
a critical component in our military
arsenal. It will serve as an effective de-
terrent and will ensure our dominance
in the skies. I encourage the Com-
mittee on Appropriations to reconsider
its position and hope that when the bill
comes back from conference that the
F–22 will be part of the total package
of national defense funding for the first
fiscal year in the new century.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to com-
mend the committee for its dedication
to ensuring that the issues relating to
quality of life, benefits, and training
for the soldiers, sailors, airmen and
marines we depend upon for our na-
tional security are squarely addressed.
Certainly this bill does not go far
enough, especially when we are facing
critical shortfalls in filling the ranks
and retaining our skilled personnel.
But under the budgetary constraints
that currently exist, the committee
has taken at least the beginning steps
to address these enormous problems.

This bill provides a 4.8 percent pay
raise for all military personnel and
contains increases in funds for the
Aviation Continuation Pay bonus and
supports the request for the Career En-
listed Flyer Incentive Pay program, all
in an effort to address the major reten-
tion problems our Armed Forces are
facing, especially in the Air Force.

Given the monumental demands that
have been placed on our military in the
past decade, addressing quality of life
issues should be of paramount impor-
tance. Our military is being stretched
too thin, operations are spread around
the globe, and the expectations of fu-
ture threats will certainly not dimin-
ish. The Congress must meet our part
of the bargain. We must increase incen-
tives for military men and women to
continue to serve their country by en-
suring that they are paid at levels that
are greater than subsistence living and
that their benefits are competitive to
the civilian sector.

In addition, Mr. Speaker, we must
provide the best equipment to get the

job done. While we can be assured that
today our equipment and technology
and the training to go with it are supe-
rior to any other fighting force in the
world, we must look forward to be sure
that we continue to enjoy that advan-
tage. This bill, in many respects, sets
us on that path. Again, I am deeply
concerned about the zero funding for
the acquisition of the first six of the F–
22 Raptor fighter aircraft, but I do sup-
port the inclusion of $351 million for
the acquisition of 15 F–16C fighter air-
craft as well as $296 million for modi-
fications and upgrades for F–16s cur-
rently in service. The bill also provides
$344 million for upgrades for the bomb-
er fleet which includes the B–52, the B–
1 and the B–2 which all proved their
mettle during the recent air campaign
over Kosovo and Serbia.

The committee has provided $856 mil-
lion for the acquisition of 11 V–22 Os-
prey tilt-rotor aircraft, the vehicle
which will carry the assault troops of
the Marine Corps into battle if and
when we are forced to send them there.
The bill provides $2.2 billion for ammu-
nition for all four services and, most
importantly, provides $93.7 billion to
operate and maintain the four branches
of the armed services. This money will
help replenish aircraft spare parts
stores depleted from the prolonged op-
erations in Iraq and Yugoslavia. It will
address shortfalls in rotational train-
ing centers and depot maintenance. Op-
erations and maintenance is the life-
blood of the machinery of the military
and is an account that we cannot af-
ford to ignore.

But, Mr. Speaker, as the needs of our
military continue to grow, as our obli-
gations around the world continue to
expand, we must find a way to fund the
programs and weapons systems that
will be required to meet these respon-
sibilities. If this year’s budget dilemma
is any guide to what we will be facing
in the next few years, I cannot under-
stand how my Republican colleagues
can in good conscience endorse a tax
cut plan that will, in essence, evis-
cerate the military. That plan guaran-
tees that there will be no money in the
new century to adequately fund our
military. I cannot support a fiscal pol-
icy that will expand military spending
through deficit financing, and quite
frankly there is no need to do so. The
Republican majority is endangering
our national security just when we
have begun to restore the infrastruc-
ture, both human and machine, of our
military.

Mr. Speaker, I support this legisla-
tion and I support this rule which will
allow the House to consider this impor-
tant bill. But I cannot support the pol-
icy of the Republican majority that en-
dangers the national security of this
great Nation.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. HAYES).
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(Mr. HAYES asked and was given

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Speaker, I am proud
to rise in support of the Defense appro-
priations bill. I commend the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG), the
gentleman from California (Mr. LEWIS),
members of the Committee on Appro-
priations and the staffs for their effort
in crafting this bill. I support the rule.
I encourage all of the Members to sup-
port this fine rule. The committee has
put forth legislation that reflects the
great support this Congress has for 1.5
million men and women in uniform
who selflessly defend our freedom.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud of our mili-
tary personnel and their families, and I
am honored to serve them here in
Washington. Fort Bragg and Pope Air
Force Base are in my district, and I am
humbled every time I meet with any of
the 45,000 dedicated Americans whose
mission it is to maintain a strategic
crisis response force, manned and
trained to deploy rapidly anywhere in
the world, prepared to fight upon ar-
rival and win. This kind of dedication
is unique, and I am pleased to support
the rule and the legislation that will
extend these American patriots an
across-the-board 4.8 percent pay in-
crease in basic pay.

I must note, however, that I do take
exception with the committee’s deci-
sion to cancel production funding for
the F–22 Raptor. As member of the
Committee on Armed Services, I find it
alarming that we would hastily turn
our backs on a program which rep-
resents 15 years of research, develop-
ment, rigorous testing and a $16 billion
investment. For a bill that in all other
areas represents the appropriate com-
mitment to our military needs, this
elimination in funding is a little short-
sighted and I hope we will change that.

Mr. Speaker, I look forward to re-
turning to my district to tell the
young men and women of Fort Bragg
and Pope Air Force Base that their
Congress has done the right thing and
has served them well, as they have
done for us time and time again.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. DICKS).

(Mr. DICKS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
rise today to remind my colleagues in
the House of some of the past decisions
that we have made and how effectively
they were used in Kosovo. The House
on four separate occasions over the last
4 years voted to continue funding for
the B–2 bomber, amongst a lot of criti-
cism by the GAO and the press that the
B–2 would not work, could not fly in
the rain, all kinds of criticism. But
when the President called on it to be
used in Kosovo, I was proud to see
these young men fly these planes 31
hours over and back with several aerial
refuelings, using JDAMs, a weapon
that cost less than $20,000 per weapon,

and do more destruction and really
carry the air war at a time when many
of our other aircraft could not be used
because they require laser guidance. I
think this is a testament of the com-
mitment of this Congress, where year
after year after year we added money
to give the B–2 a conventional capa-
bility to improve its capabilities and
then to see it work. I think it is a tes-
tament to the fact that there are peo-
ple serving in the Congress who have
many years of experience on the De-
fense Appropriations Subcommittee, on
the Armed Services Committee, and
they review these programs very care-
fully. In this case I was very proud
when I went out with the President,
with the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
SKELTON) and two of the pilots came up
to me and said, ‘‘Congressman, if your
committee hadn’t added the money, $40
million for GATSCAM which gave the
B–2 a conventional capability one year
earlier than was expected, we would
have not been able to use it in this
war.’’ JDAMs would have taken more
time for training and getting it on the
planes and we would not have been able
to use it in this war.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman can take full credit for that. If
it had not been for his effort, that
would not have happened.

Mr. DICKS. I appreciate the com-
ment by the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania, our former chairman and rank-
ing member. It was my amendment,
but I had bipartisan support. This has
never been something that has just
been my deal. It has been our commit-
ment. The gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOUNG), now the gentleman from
California (Mr. LEWIS), all of us worked
on this. But what we showed is that
there are some important things that
we in the Congress can do to improve
the security of this country. I was
pleased, because I think in the early
days had we not had the B–2 when we
only had TALCMs and Tomahawks, if
none of our planes could have worked,
then we would have looked very fool-
ish. There were some people who were
critical of this war. It might have un-
dermined even further the support in
this country.

I just wanted to make that report
here today. The B–2 did very, very well.
I appreciate all the people in the House
who supported it, and those who were
critical, I am glad we were able to show
and prove in reality that it could stand
the test. It did. It was because of the
pilots, because of the people who do the
low observability work, the mechanics.
The turnaround time was like 16 hours
per plane. Some people said it would
take hundreds of hours. All of that
proved wrong because we had great
people at Whiteman doing a fantastic
job, and it is a testament to the good
work of the men and women in the
military service.
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Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6

minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM).

(Mr. CUNNINGHAM asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, for
many of us defense has been our life,
supporting both in combat and in the
United States Congress. It is some-
thing that we believe in, we are en-
trenched, and I believe, as Ronald
Reagan, that peace does come through
strength.

We met with the Prime Minister of
Israel just days ago, and he stressed
that a strong United States means a
strong Israel, that a weakened United
States military means that Israel is at
great risk. But I would extend that be-
yond, to all of our allies.

One of the lessons learned is that in
Kosovo we can little afford in the fu-
ture with NATO to fly 86 percent of the
sorties and drop 90 percent of the ord-
nance. We cannot do that and maintain
our services.

We have made a very difficult deci-
sion supported by the members on the
conference itself, and I would say, first
of all, I have got a very good friend in
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. SAM
JOHNSON). He is an Air Force hero. He
still bears the scars from his torture,
and he wants the same things that we
do for national security in this, and the
gentleman from Texas and I may dis-
agree on how we get there, but I want
to tell my colleagues there is nobody
that I have more respect for. But let
me give my colleagues my side of the
story on the F–22.

First of all, if I was an Air Force
pilot, I would say to my friends, I
would look forward to flying the F–22.
Why? It is because there is a threat out
there that the Russians have today
that are developing in the SU–35 and
SU–37. This is a fighter like we have
never seen before. It is deadly, and the
F–22 is scheduled for the year 2010 or
2005 for IOIC, which brings it into the
fleet.

But let me tell my colleagues that
there is a threat today, a threat today
that our men and women are going to
have to face. This is not a fiction; this
is not a vapor. I have flown these as-
sets. I have flown aircraft against these
assets myself. This is not secondhand.
If our F–15 drivers and our F–16 drivers
and F–14 and F–18 face this threat, and
I cannot tell my colleagues what this
asset is because it is top secret, but if
I was Speaker, I would demand that
every single Member of Congress go
through this briefing up on the fourth
floor, and I will tell my colleagues
why: because in the intercept against
this asset; that is, beak to beak when
one is coming head on with the enemy,
our pilots die 95 percent of the time.
That is today, not tomorrow. In the ac-
tual engagement itself, these assets
kill me three times before I can bring
a weapon to bear. That is today, not
down the line. Thank God that this
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asset was not exported to Kosovo be-
cause, do my colleagues know the
standoff weapons that we had? Our air-
craft were going to die; our pilots
would have died.

But where is that asset today? Russia
is transporting this asset to China, to
Iran, Iraq and North Korea, and take a
look at where we are likely to get in-
volved in the near future into a con-
flict today. I want our kids to be able
to go up and fight.

I am alive today because I had better
training than the enemy, and I had bet-
ter equipment. I think the F–22 in the
future will be a great airplane. But it is
only 5 percent tested. The cost of the
F–22 is not all the fault of the Air
Force. When we cut 750 aircraft to 339,
our cost per airplane goes up because
we pile all of that research and devel-
opment. But that cost is nearing $200
million for each fighter.

How many can we buy? I do not care
how great the airplane is, and we have
needs right now that the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA) and
the gentleman from California (Mr.
LEWIS) and the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOUNG) have identified that our
kids to fight in a war tomorrow need
the A9X.

When the British were in the Falk-
lands War, they did not aim nine in
Lima in the procurement to get it a
year later. They needed it now. We
need the A9X now to be able to fight
this asset. We need a helmet-mounted
site, not partially funded. We need it
now. The radar that we will see
through the enemy jammer so we can
have some idea where he is before he
kills us, we need it now, and we are
taking the $1.8 million and spreading
that down to those systems that are
going to keep our kids alive today.

I want General Ryan, who is a good
friend of mine, Chief of the Air Force,
to stand up and say: Mr. President, this
is an emergency, and my colleague
says Republicans want a cut. Well, we
are there today because the President
has gutted defense time and time
again, time and time with Kosovo, with
Bosnia, with all of the other places we
have gone, have taken out of that al-
ready low budget.

But the total money available for
those systems is not there.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. DICKS).

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I just want
to ask the gentleman this question: in
the 10-year budget that we have been
just discussing as we talked about this
tax bill, the Clinton administration has
$198 billion more in it for defense than
does the Republican budget which
starts capping in about 2004 and goes
right through the last 10 years.

Now I just want the gentleman to
know we are always honest with each
other. As my colleagues know, the
President has increased this budget by
112 billion. The gentleman and I would
like to see it be increased more. But we
got to be honest here. The budget that

my colleagues have got cut is $198 bil-
lion below the President.

So those guys got a little work to do
on their side.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. First of all, does
my colleague believe that this Presi-
dent on any budget that he has had in
the outyears, always later, always
later, when he is not even going to be
here, he will beef it up? We need the $60
billion now, and the President contin-
ually cuts it.

Mr. DICKS. Reclaiming my time just
to say this.

In the last 3 years the President’s
number for defense has been higher
than the Republican number.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. We added $36 bil-
lion; that is negative. We have added
$36 billion, and the gentleman knows
that.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN).

(Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I thank the
gentlewoman for yielding this time to
me. I rise in support of the defense ap-
propriations bill for Fiscal Year 2000
and the rule.

Mr. Speaker, the defense appropria-
tion bill provides a total of $266 billion
for the Department of Defense while at
the same time meeting the goals con-
tained in the 1997 balanced budget
agreement. With this bill we will help
reverse 15 straight years of decreased
defense budgets in real terms.

As a new member of this sub-
committee, I am particularly pleased
with the growing investment that we
make in our national security with
this bill. Specifically, this bill provides
$15.5 billion more than was appro-
priated in 1999. This money is des-
perately needed to keep our troops
combat ready and our research and de-
velopment efforts on track to ensure
that our soldiers are equipped with the
best technology available.

I would especially like to commend
my colleagues, the gentleman from
California (Mr. LEWIS) and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. MUR-
THA) for their hard work and guidance
throughout this entire year. This com-
mittee’s leadership made the tough
choices so that crucial funding is pro-
vided to protect our Nation and keep
our troops safe and successful in the
field.

Mr. Speaker, Congress has no greater
duty than to ensure that our brave
young men and women who put their
lives on the line for our country have
the resources they need to do their job
safely and successfully. In addition,
Mr. Speaker, I thank the capable and
knowledgeable staff of the committee
who assisted all of us in putting this
legislation together.

I support this rule of this bill, Mr.
Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to support the Defense
Appropriations bill for FY 2000 and ask unani-
mous consent to revise and extend my re-
marks.

Mr. Speaker, the Defense Appropriations
bill, H.R. 2561, provides a total of $266 billion
for the Department of Defense while at the
same time meeting the goals continued in the
1997 balanced Budget Agreement. As a mem-
ber of this Subcommittee, I am particularly
pleased with the growing investment that we
make in our Nation’s security. Specifically, this
bill provides $15.5 billion dollars more than
was appropriated in 1999. This money is des-
perately needed to keep our troops combat
ready and our research and development ef-
forts on track to ensure that our soldiers are
equipped with the best technology available.

I would especially like to commend my col-
leagues, Chairman LEWIS and Ranking mem-
ber MURTHA, for their hard work and assist-
ance throughout this year. This Committee’s
leadership made the tough choices so that
crucial funding is provided to protect our na-
tion and keep our troops safe and successful
in the field. Mr. Chairman, Congress has no
greater duty than to ensure that our brave,
young men and women, who put their lives on
the line for our country, have the resources
they need to do their job safely and success-
fully.

In addition, let me thank the capable and
knowledgeable staff of the Defense Committee
who assisted all of us in putting this legislation
together.

While the decisions made in this bill were
not easy, I believe that they were the right de-
cisions. With this legislation, we will help re-
verse 15 straight years of decreasing defense
budgets in real terms. Despite the end of the
Cold War, we still find American troops de-
ployed all across the globe, from Eastern Eu-
rope to Asia to Africa. Mr. Chairman, I am
proud of the job our troops have done and I
am especially proud that this bill provides
funding for the needed 4.8 percent pay raise
for our troops.

H.R. 2561 also puts a great emphasis on
the readiness and modernization of our mili-
tary. With rogue nations like Iraq and North
Korea developing advanced military tech-
nology, now is not the time to shortchange our
nation’s military readiness. Unfortunately, that
is exactly what has been happening over the
last several years. For evidence of this worri-
some situation, we need only consider the ef-
fect that the Kosovo mission has had on our
current obligations in the Persian Gulf and
elsewhere. The Committee addressed this sit-
uation by adding over $2.3 billion for readi-
ness shortfalls identified by the armed serv-
ices. This funding will help secure the spare
parts needed to keep our military fully oper-
ational as they move into the next century.

Finally, let me say a word about the impor-
tance of research and development. As we
enter the next century, technology, especially
the digitalization of weapons systems, will play
a critical role in the success of our troops in
the field. This bill provides $37 billion for these
activities in order to keep our technological ad-
vantage on the battlefield. Much of this impor-
tant research is done by our civilian workforce,
which by any account, is quickly aging. This
investment will help to ensure that our tech-
nology continues to be on the cutting edge
and it will ensure that new qualified research-
ers can be added to workforce in this impor-
tant arena.
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Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2561 is a well balanced

bill which funds the future readiness and mod-
ernization requirements of the DOD, while tak-
ing steps to ensure that the quality of life of
our service members is maintained and en-
hanced. I urge all of my colleagues to support
this bill.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I urge
adoption of the rule, and I yield back
the balance of my time.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I also urge adoption of
this rule and support for the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time, and I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the bill (H.R. 2561) making
appropriations for the Department of
Defense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2000, and for other purposes,
and that I be permitted to include tab-
ular and extraneous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

f

LIMITING DEBATE ON BARR OF
GEORGIA AMENDMENT NO. 4 TO
H.R. 2561, DEPARTMENT OF DE-
FENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2000

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that dur-
ing consideration of the bill (H.R. 2561)
in the Committee of the Whole that,
one, all debate time on amendment No.
4 offered by the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. BARR) and the amendments
thereto be limited to 60 minutes, equal-
ly divided between the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. BARR) and myself; and
two, the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
BARR) be allowed to withdraw the
amendment prior to action thereupon.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

f

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2000

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 257 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2561.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the Whole

House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2561)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2000, and for other
purposes, with Mr. CAMP in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
California (Mr. LEWIS) and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. MUR-
THA) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. LEWIS).

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise first to ask the
membership for their support for this
very important bill. It involves the na-
tional defense of our country. In doing
so, Mr. Chairman, I would like to ex-
press my personal appreciation to my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle
who have been not just cooperative,
but who have been truly professional in
the best possible sense in presenting
their viewpoints regarding a number of
items that are very important and will
consider as we go forward with the de-
bate.

Most particularly I would like to ex-
press my appreciation to my colleague,
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YOUNG) who is the chairman of the full
committee. He essentially was my
trainer as I assumed this job, for he
chaired the committee before I did. He
has always reflected the best of profes-
sionalism in the work of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, and I want
him to know that I intend in the future
to emulate him every step of the way if
I have the chance to be here as long as
he will be here.

I want to express our appreciation for
his fine leadership.

To my colleague on the other side of
the aisle, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. MURTHA) who has been my
partner in this process every step of
the way, he can move a bill in the most
expeditious fashion of any Member I
know of in the House. Because of that
I welcome him to this discussion today.

Mr. Chairman, I have the pleasure today of
brining to the floor the fiscal year 2000 De-
fense appropriations bill. This important legis-
lation will, for the first time in 15 years, provide
a real increase in spending for our Nation’s
Armed Forces.

Congress has made it clear that as we enter
the new millennium, we must do everything
possible to ensure that we remain the strong-
est country on Earth. With this bill, we are set-
ting a course that will make America so strong
that other countries of the world will realize
there are better pathways to economic oppor-
tunity than war.

I must say at the outset that the new chair-
man of this subcommittee is deeply indebted
to the former chairman, BILL YOUNG—who now
leads the full committee. I am deeply grateful
for his leadership and his strong support of
this bill.

I would also like to express my deep re-
spect and gratitude to my ranking member

and trusted friend, JACK MURTHA. JACK has
been more than a colleague—he has been a
partner in putting together a bill addressing
some of the most urgent needs of our military.
JACK, I salute you and I thank you.

Mr. Chairman, this legislation provides
$267.9 billion in new discretionary spending
authority for FY 2000. It meets all budget au-
thority and outlay limits set in the subcommit-
tee’s 302(b) allocation.

This bill provides $17.4 billion more than ap-
propriated in FY 1999 and is $4.6 billion
above the administration’s FY 2000 budget re-
quest.

Let me take a few minutes to outline some
of the highlights of this bill:

This legislation provides $72 billion to meet
the most critical personnel needs of our mili-
tary. One of our top priorities has been to im-
prove the training, benefits, and quality of life
to ensure that the armed services retain their
most valuable asset—the men and women
who serve their country in uniform.

There are presently 2.25 million men and
women serving in our Armed Forces, Re-
serves, and National Guard. These personnel,
as well our colleagues, will be pleased to
know that this bill funds a 4.8-percent pay
raise for our troops.

This pay increase will help alleviate the
struggle some of our military families face to
make ends meet. We are convinced we must
do more to attract highly qualified individuals
and reward them for making a career out of
service to their fellow Americans. With all of
the services falling short on recruiting goals.
and commanders warning they need even
more troops, it is imperative that the Congress
and the Pentagon make this one of our top
budget priorities for years to come.

We added $592 million in this bill over the
administration’s budget request to enhance re-
cruiting, retention, and quality of life initiatives
for all services, and bonuses for Air Force pi-
lots who sustained America’s status as a su-
perpower during the recent Kosovo engage-
ment.

With this bill, Congress is making a commit-
ment to our men and women in uniform saying
in essence, ‘‘We intend to support you as you
go forward with a great career and promising
future serving our country in the armed serv-
ices.’’

The bill provides $93.7 billion for operations
and maintenance needs, including $1.8 billion
for contingency operations in Asia and Bosnia.
My colleagues should also know that this bill
contains on funding for peacekeeping efforts
in Kosovo.

The bill also includes $37.2 billion for R&D
including $3.9 billion for our Nation’s ballistic
missile defense.

Defense health is funded at $11 billion.
Some $484 million is provided for Defense
medical research including $175 million for
breast cancer research and $75 million for
prostate research.

Finally, this package includes $53 billion for
procurement. While this bill reaffirms our com-
mitment to a strong national defense, it also
reestablishes the important oversight role of
the Congress in ensuring that tax dollars are
spent both efficiently and effectively.

To that end, the bill recommends cuts of
more than $3.7 billion in over 280 line items.
The most notable item—and one that has re-
ceived a great deal of attention as of late—is
the bipartisan decision to reduce spending on
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the F–22 program by $1.8 billion in the next
fiscal year.

This funding, requested by the Air Force,
would procure the first six F–22 aircraft. With
the broad, bipartisan support of the Speaker,
Minority Leader GEPHARDT, Chairman YOUNG,
and Ranking Member OBEY, the full committee
endorsed the proposal to declare a ‘‘pause’’ in
the procurement of these aircraft.

While many in the Air Force may question
the decision, some of the most prodefense
Members of the House are sending an impor-
tant message. The Air Force has such tremen-
dous needs in so many other areas—air tank-
ers, airlift transports, aerial reconnaissance—
that we believe it is imperative for the Air
Force to reassess its priorities.

It is important to note that the funding that
would have gone for procurement of six F–

22’s—some $1.8 billion—is being redirected to
a wide range of other priorities, including the
purchase of eight F–15 fighters, five F–16
fighters, and eight KC–130J Air tanker planes.
Additional funds will be used for technological
improvements to help our current fighter fleet
maintain its air superiority.

Mr. Chairman, in closing, let me say this: It
is my view that we have had too many years
of reductions in national defense spending. It’s
time we realize that if America is going to lead
for peace and freedom in the world into the
next century, we’ve got to do some with budg-
ets that are strong and reflect our national pri-
orities. This legislation is a positive step in that
direction and I strongly encourage its passage
today.

To say the least, a great deal of time and
energy went into producing this legislation. It

literally would not have been possible without
the work of some of the finest professional
staff on the Hill. I particularly want to thank the
following people: Doug Gregory, Tina Jonas,
Alicia Jones, Paul Juola, David Kilian, Jenny
Mummert, Steven Nixon, David Norquist,
Betsy Phillips, Trish Ryan, Greg Walters, and
Sherry Young of the subcommittee staff, Also
Gregory Dahlberg of the minority staff, and Ar-
lene Willis, Jim Specht, Julie Hooks, Grady
Bourn, and David LesStrang on my office
staff.

I want to especially note the dedication and
tireless effort of both Kevin Roper and Letitia
White, who have literally committed the last
several months of their lives to this effort.
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Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance

of my time.
Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I yield

5 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for the time.

Mr. Chairman, the administration
has two principal objections to this
bill. The first is that they oppose the
committee decision to cut out funds for
the production of the F–22, and I flatly
disagree with them on that. I think the
committee has made the right choice.
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Secondly, the administration opposes
a number of decisions that inflate the
cost of this bill. This bill, in fact,
comes in about $16 billion over last
year, and on that I largely agree with
the administration.

I will be voting against this bill be-
cause Congress, primarily the author-
izing committee, has refused to act on
another round of base closings, which
could save us about $20 billion by the
year 2005. We have seen use of budget
gimmickry to artificially inflate the
size of this bill, and for those reasons,
I do not feel comfortable at this time
in supporting this bill.

But I do want to say that I think the
committee deserves the support of the
House and its congratulations for mak-
ing the correct decision on the F–22.
The F–22, no doubt about it, is a beauty
of an airplane. It is like a Jaguar or a
Cadillac. It would be a great plane to
have if we had all of the money in the
world, but the problem is that its costs
are taking off faster than the airplane
is expected to if it is ever constructed.

Secondly, the General Accounting Of-
fice says that we certainly do not need
it yet for a good number of years.

And thirdly, it is a $40 billion cancer
which is eating a hole in the ability of
the Air Force to meet a number of
other high priority items. It gets in the
way of high priority items such as ad-
ditional jammers to protect our planes;
it gets in the way of our ability to buy
more tankers; it gets in the way of our
ability to increase or transport capac-
ity. So for those and a lot of other rea-
sons.

I simply want to congratulate the
gentleman from California and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania. I think
they have made the right choices for
the right reasons, and I think this is a
pro-defense action taken by the com-
mittee, and I would hope that the Con-
gress would stick with that decision
through the process.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute.

In the tradition of the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG), our chair-
man, and when I was in charge here, I
want to compliment the gentleman
from California (Mr. LEWIS) for how
fast he learned this job.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may con-

sume to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOUNG), the chairman of the full
committee.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of this bill, I
thank the gentleman for yielding the
time, and I will be brief. This is a good
bill.

This committee has worked ex-
tremely hard to do the right thing for
America and for those who serve in our
Armed Forces who keep America
strong. This bill is a commitment on
the part of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LEWIS), the chairman of
this subcommittee, who has done an
outstanding job in bringing together
all of the thousands and thousands of
issues that he is faced with as he pro-
ceeds with the development of this ap-
propriations bill. He has done a re-
markable job, and I applaud him and
compliment him for having done so.

Also, to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. MURTHA), there is no Repub-
lican and there is no Democrat on this
Appropriations Committee who relates
more to national defense. The gen-
tleman is the epitome of that. His com-
mitment is to the security of our Na-
tion and to the well-being of those who
serve in uniform.

Just one more point without getting
into the details of the bill. All of us on
this committee have a commitment to
do the very best we can to avoid get-
ting into any wars or battles or combat
by having a strong force. We are also
committed to the proposition that if
our Americans in uniform must go to
war, must go to battle, that they will
go, having had the very best training
that can possibly be available to them,
to have the very best weapons possible
available to them to accomplish their
mission and to give themselves protec-
tion at the same time. And that if we
do, indeed, have to go to battle again,
that we go with such a strong force,
that we accomplish our mission while
keeping our casualties at an extremely,
extremely low rate.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
California (Mr. LEWIS) and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. MUR-
THA) deserve just tremendous com-
mendations, as do their staff. Having
chaired this committee for the last 4
years, I can tell my colleagues that the
staff have been so diligent, have put in
so many hours and worked so hard, and
they deserve a tremendous compliment
as well.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today to address H.R. 2561, the
Defense Appropriations for FY 2000. This bill
provides $266.1 billion for Defense Appropria-
tions, which represents a significant increase
in defense spending. In general this bill ad-
dresses many of the concerns which face the
Department of Defense, including military pay
and benefits, readiness, and modernization
shortfalls.

It is clear from my interaction with the men
and women in service to the nation’s defense
that they continually serve our nation with un-
wavering dedication. Whether it is in service to
the refugees displaced from Kosovo, on guard

at the border between North and South Korea,
or in the skies over Iraq; our servicemen and
servicewomen represent our nation and our
values. Mr. Chairman, they are truly this na-
tion’s best ambassadors.

Our nation owes our service members
praise and thanks for the outstanding mission
that they recently performed in the Balkans. I
hope that this body will recognize General
Wesley Clark for the extraordinary effort per-
formed by him and the men and women he
commanded during the operation.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased that this bill ad-
dresses some of the concerns of our service
members. The bill appropriates funds for a
4.8% pay increase for military personnel. The
increase is 0.5% more than the Employment
Cost Index—an index used by the private sec-
tor to calculate wage increases—and will re-
duce the current pay gap between the military
and the private sector to 13%. The bill also
contains a series of increases of special pay
and bonuses, including increases of: $300 mil-
lion in aviation continuation pay; $225 million
for the basic allowance for housing; $39 mil-
lion for enlistment bonuses; and $28 million for
selective reenlistment bonuses, including in-
creasing monthly pay for diving duty, raising
maximum bonuses for officers involved with
nuclear programs, and increasing foreign lan-
guage proficiency pay. All these measures are
designed to attract the best candidates for our
armed services and to bolster efforts to entice
already qualified service members to remain in
their respective services.

This appropriation also includes funding for
the Defense Health Program. The bill appro-
priates $11.1 billion to these initiatives, includ-
ing $357 million for procurement and $250 mil-
lion for research. The total also includes $175
million in funding for breast cancer-related re-
search and treatment, and $75 million for
basic and clinical prostate cancer research. It
also allocates $19 million for research into gulf
war illnesses, equal to the president’s request.

In addition, Mr. Chairman, this appropriation
bill also addresses readiness and moderniza-
tion issues. This bill provides $3.9 billion for
ballistic missile defense, but does not mandate
the establishment of a national missile de-
fense system. It also includes funding for up-
grades to existing B–2 Stealth bombers, al-
most $1.0 billion for upgrades and new pur-
chases of existing Air Force fighter aircraft;
funding for a new submarine; and additional
appropriations for ammunition and other muni-
tions depleted during our recent conflict with
Yugoslavia.

Mr. Chairman, though I am pleased to see
the upgrades and new purchases of fighter
aircraft, I was disappointed by the decision of
the committee not to fund procurement of the
F–22 fighter plane. The F–22 is the Air
Force’s planned next generation, premier fight-
er, intended to replace the F–15, and de-
signed to have both air-to-air and air-to-ground
fighter capabilities. The aircraft has been the
centerpiece of the Air Force’s modernization
program for the past decade.

Richard Cohen, Secretary of Defense, has
indicated that the cancellation of the F–22 will
mean that the United States cannot guarantee
air superiority in future conflicts. The F–15 and
other fighters in the American arsenal will not
provide the same dominance now enjoyed by
the United States and any proposed upgrade
will cost the same as the F–22 program. The
F–22 is critical to the Air Forces mission to
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maintain air superiority in the 21st century, as
there are at least five foreign fighters already
starting to eclipse the F–15. If nothing else
can be learned from NATO’s recent victory in
the Balkans, it is that air superiority works.

I will support H.R. 2561 and I ask my col-
leagues to consider full funding for the F–22
program.

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I rise today
in support of the FY 2000 Defense Appropria-
tions bill. This legislation goes a long way in
ensuring our country’s military air superiority
well into the future.

An important element of this bill is the $440
million directed for the purchase of eight F–
15E strike fighters. As many of us know, the
F–15 was the dominant aircraft in the Persian
Gulf and Kosovo conflicts, and remains the
most lethal and effective fighter in the world.
It has maintained a perfect air combat record
of 100 victories and zero losses since its intro-
duction into the fleet. And with the upgrades
funded by this legislation, this record can be
extended well into the future. I am proud to
note that the F–15’s record of victory is due in
large part to the men and women who build
this aircraft for the Boeing Company in my
hometown of St. Louis.

The F–22, the Air Force’s next-generation
fighter aircraft that has been in development
since the 1980s, has encountered problems in
its cost and development schedule. Given
these circumstances, it is essential that the Air
Force preserve a high quality and robust strike
fighter for the foreseeable future. Continued
production of the F–15E aircraft is the only
way to accomplish this goal.

I commend the members of the Appropria-
tions Committee for their responsible actions
to ensure that we retain and enhance the ca-
pabilities required to protect America’s security
into the next century. I urge my colleagues to
support this decision, and vote for this bill.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support
of this bill and applaud the work of both the
chairman, Mr. LEWIS and the ranking member,
Mr. MURTHA. I believe the priorities which they
have established in this bill are good for both
our nation and for our nation’s defense.

Mr. Chairman, we are preparing to enter the
15th consecutive year of real decline in de-
fense spending. I am one of those who be-
lieves that we cannot continue to put the mili-
tary at risk.

The funding constraints imposed by the bal-
anced budget agreement make our choices
more difficult. However, we still must ensure
that other priorities do not drive us away from
one of the primary responsibilities this Con-
gress has, and that is ensuring our nation’s
defense.

The difficult choices Chairman LEWIS and
ranking member MURTHA had to make in de-
veloping the bill before us demonstrate the bi-
partisan spirit and dedication to the commit-
ment all of us must follow when it comes to
providing for the security of our nation.

We all realize that the United States holds
a unique position in the world. People all over
the globe look to us for security and stability.
It may not be fair, but it is reality.

While our military forces are shrinking, oper-
ations around the world are increasing. The in-
creased pace of peacekeeping, humanitarian
relief, and other operations is forcing our
Armed Forces to do more wiht less. However,
doing more with less is not always conducive
with ensuring the long term readiness of our
armed services.

Our forces which have served admirably in
support of our operations in Kosovo and in
Bosnia, as well as our continued enforcement
of the no-fly zone over Iraq, are just some of
the recent examples of our global leadership
and responsibility. I continue to support our
deployment of troops in these regions and be-
lieve the work they are accomplishing makes
America a better place and the world a safer
one.

I say to both the chairman and the ranking
member that their priorities are right for our
nation, we need to stand up for those priorities
and pursue them.

I support this bill to appropriate $266 billion
for critical defense needs in fiscal year 2000
and want to commend the committee for what
is in the bill before us:

A 4.8% military pay raise. Mr. Chairman, I
support this well deserved raise and look for-
ward to my colleagues supporting pay parity
for our federal employees. As you know, the
House included a provision, which I spon-
sored, in the recently passed emergency sup-
plemental, that calls for pay parity between
military and civilian employees.

The reform of military retirement and special
pay and bonuses that will give our military per-
sonnel greater incentives to stay until retire-
ment.

$576 million for continued development of
the joint strike fighter.

$2.7 billion for 36 F–18E/F aircraft for the
Navy.

$856 million for 11 V–22 Osprey aircraft for
the Marines.

$272 million for upgrades to the EA–6
prowler.

$207 million for 19 black hawk helicopters
for the Army, National Guard and $130 million
for desperately needed unfunded equipment
for the National Guard.

In addition, I am especially proud of the
committee’s funding of important medical re-
search including: $175 million for breast can-
cer research; and $75 million for prostate can-
cer research.

I applaud the committee for funding these
DOD priorities and for addressing the needs of
our men and women in the armed services.

Mr. LARSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise today to
speak about this year’s Defense Appropria-
tions bill. I would like to commend Chairman
LEWIS and Ranking Member Murtha on the
hard work they have done to craft this legisla-
tion.

For the most part, this is a good piece of
legislation. It addresses the serious need to
deal with pay parity for our servicemen and
women with a 4.8 percent pay increase for
military personnel. The bill fully funds critical
submarine programs and also includes funding
to study the conversion of our ballistic missile
submarines to conventional weapons plat-
forms. It funds the army’s crucial requirements
for advanced helicopter procurements and re-
search and development. Finally, it contains
funding to test and certify new ejection seat
technology for the Air Force. Technology has
advanced significantly in this area and we can
now filed a new pilot ejection system which
can protect the lives of our pilots at greater
speeds and heights, as well as smaller pilots
than current models. the Committee has rec-
ognized these important issues and as
unfailingly addressed them.

However, there is one particular part of the
bill about which I have grave concerns for the

continued nation. It provides no funding at all
for the Air Force’s F–22 advanced tactical
fighter program. The F–22 modernization pro-
gram is critical to the Air Force’s mission to
maintain air superiority in the 21st century.

Since this cut was announced, I have met
personally with Air Force Secretary Whitten
Peters and Spoken with Air Force Chief of
Staff General Michael Ryan. As a member of
the Armed Services Committee I have sat
through numerous classified threat briefings
which demonstrate the critical need for this
airplane, including several over the last two
weeks specifically about the F–22.

Yesterday morning I flew to Langley Air
Force Base in Virginia to meet specifically with
members of the First Fighter Wing’s 94th
Squadron under the command of General
Ralph Eberhart. I spent the morning talking
with several F–15 fighter pilots and crew
chiefs. I think what they said needs to be part
of this debate. So, I’d like to break for a
minute from the political rhetoric that has
clouded this issue and talk to you about what
our airmen and women in the trenches have
to say.

Simply put, after an extended and victorious
air campaign in the former Yugoslavia, mem-
bers of this body are about to send a clear
message to our pilots that we are unwilling to
spend money to save lives. I guarantee that if,
god forbid, we had lost an F–15 in that con-
flict, we would not be standing here having
this debate today.

The Air Force has ruled the skies and pro-
vided air superiority for all branches of the
service for over 50 years. We cannot take this
for granted and be lulled to sleep by our past
success. The F–15 is clearly a great airplane.
But the fact is that at least 5 foreign fighters
are already starting to eclipse its technological
envelope. Even more dangerous is the capa-
bility of advanced surface-to-air missiles like
the Russian SA10, for sale openly on the
international market.

I have continually heard the argument that
the answer is to upgrade the F–15 fleet with
more technology. I asked the pilots if this was
true. They told me that you can’t bolt enough
technology onto the craft for it to out-class
emerging fighters and SAMs. the crew chiefs
were clear that most aircraft would not be able
to structurally take a major upgrade. Did you
know that spare parts to maintain the F–15
are so hard to get now that most squadrons
ground one fully functional aircraft just to strip
for spare parts? It will cost about 440 million
per plane to upgrade the F–15 fleet, and there
is no way to retrofit stealth technology. Spend-
ing money to upgrade the F–15 will get you an
airplane with 1/3 the capabilities of the F–22
for 90 percent of the price.

Survivability is the key to a successful air-
craft. The ability of the F–22 to cruise faster
than the speed of sound without wasting fuel
and using afterburners and its stealth capabili-
ties are the key to survivability in the next cen-
tury. The best we can hope for in upgrading
the F–15 is near parity in the air. No one
wants to enter a situation without an advan-
tage where another person can kill you, and I
cannot have it on my conscious to know that
this Congress is asking exactly that of Amer-
ica’s pilots.

Some have argued that we will maintain air
superiority because we will still be flying at a
five to one numerical advantage against po-
tential enemy threats. This is a reversal to the
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Russian policy during the Cold War to build
low-tech weapons in mass quantities on the
premises that numbers would prevail. America
took the initiative to provide our soldiers with
the best technological equipment available,
and it is under the legacy and success of that
policy that we have the luxury to hold this de-
bate today. I would not want my son or daugh-
ter to be the acceptable loss in this new post-
cold war strategy.

Finally, I would like to point out that, as a
member of the Armed Services Committee,
we dealt specifically with the cost issues asso-
ciated with this program and fully funded the
Air Forces F–22 request in H.R. 1401, the De-
fense Authorization bill for fiscal year 2000,
which passed the House overwhelmingly on
June 10, 1999. This policy was echoed in both
defense authorization and appropriation bills
recently acted upon in the other body. We rec-
ognized the Air Force’s and Department of
Defense’s efforts to bring the cost of this pro-
gram under control, and required the Sec-
retary of the Air Force to report directly to
Congress on their continuing efforts to meet
the mandated spending caps designated for
this program. I do not see significant reason
barely a month later, to warrant the drastic
shift in national defense policy this legislation
would promote.

Again, I thank my colleagues for their com-
mitment and dedication shown in drafting this
important legislation, and hope that they will
remain open to continue the important debate
on this issue and work with us as the bill
moves forward in Conference Committee.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chair-
man, as my colleagues no doubt recognize,
one of the major challenges that the Depart-
ment of Defense faces in the next century is
providing adequate sealift capability in time of
national emergency. This will become even
more important as we complete the shift from
a Cold war strategy which had large numbers
of heavy forces forward deployed to a security
posture that relies on mobile forces based in
the United States.

Concerned about this looming shortage of
sealift for overseas requirements, the Depart-
ment has been proceeding with the construc-
tion of a fleet of advanced cargo vessels.
However, even with this new construction,
there will continue to be a deficiency of sealift
capacity. To meet this deficiency, the Con-
gress—under the leadership of then Senator
Bill Cohen—created the National Defense
Features program. The committees of jurisdic-
tion have already authorized funds to com-
mence the program. Once the commercial via-
bility of a project has been demonstrated, I am
sure the Appropriations Committee will be pre-
pared to begin appropriating the necessary
funds to cover the cost of adding defense fea-
tures to eligible vessels.

Under the program, new vessels would be
constructed in U.S. shipyards and would oper-
ate under the American flag in regular com-
mercial service, subject to call up in an emer-
gency. Under one proposal that has the strong
backing of Congress, ten refrigerated commer-
cial car carriers would be built with special
military features, such as strengthened,
hoistable decks. During normal commercial
service, the vessels would carry vehicles to
the United States and refrigerated products on
the return trip to Japan. In times of national
emergency, the ships could carry military sup-
plies throughout the Pacific in support of any

necessary operations there. Other commercial
ventures also have been conceived that would
similarly promote our national security inter-
ests.

I am concerned, however, that the Govern-
ment of Japan has apparently been unwilling
to formally endorse the proposed refrigerated
car carrier proposal. Naturally, for any such
initiative to succeed, there must be a sound
commercial underpinning. This seems already
to have been established. At this point in time,
from the perspective of our two governments,
the question thus would appear to be fun-
damentally this: would the project advance our
mutual security interests? The short answer is
yes. Moreover, it would appear that the pro-
posal can be implemented without any appar-
ent economic cost to the Government of
Japan.

I hope that the Prime Minister of Japan will
personally endorse increased U.S.-flag partici-
pation in the car carrying trade under the na-
tional defense features program. I also hope
the Administration will take whatever steps
may be necessary to work with the Govern-
ment of Japan to get agreement on the
project. We need to get on to the task of build-
ing new ships, hoisting the American flag, and
putting them out to sea with experienced
American merchant mariners on board to pro-
mote our mutual security interests.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I wish to
thank the distinguished chairmen (Mr. YOUNG
of Florida and Mr. LEWIS of California), and the
ranking member of the Defense appropriations
subcommittee (Mr. MURTHA) for their support
of the Hummer and Sea Snake programs,
both critical to meet the needs of the soldier
and for the hard-working constituents of Indi-
ana’s Third Congressional District. I also wish
to thank the distinguished members of the De-
fense subcommittee, including PETE VIS-
CLOSKY, JIM MORAN, and DAVE HOBSON for
their support and hard work in support of U.S.
troop readiness and national security con-
cerns.

First, I would like to acknowledge their sup-
port for the High Mobility Multipurpose
Wheeled Vehicle, also known as Hummer. Al-
though the U.S. Army and Marine Corps budg-
et requests for Hummer have been severely
underfunded in recent years, I am pleased
that both branches have adequately funded
their requirements in the Fiscal 2000 budget.
This bill fully funds the Pentagon’s request for
the Army, Marine Corps, and Air Force Hum-
mer procurement requests.

In recent years, the Hummer has enjoyed
strong congressional interest and support. The
extensive efforts of this committee on behalf of
the Hummer have been of tremendous benefit
to my constituents and have resulted in con-
siderable savings for the Armed Services.
More important, the Hummer has met, and in
many cases exceeded, the needs of our brave
troops in the field.

As its track record clearly indicates,
Hummers perform multiple missions and readi-
ness requirements for the services including
weapons platforms and tow carriers. The
Hummer also serves as a platform for newly
developed systems crucial to our readiness
preparations. Just two years ago in Bosnia, an
Up-Armored version of the Hummer that
struck a 14-pound anti-tank landmine provided
enough protection to miraculously allow its
three occupants to walk away without injury.

Second, I wish to express my gratitude for
the committee’s support for the Sea Snake

missile target program. At the present time, a
missile target manufacturer in my district is
competing for the Navy’s next Supersonic
Sea-Skimming Target (SSST) missile procure-
ment contract. All I have ever sought for my
constituents is that the Navy consider the Sea
Snake proposal fairly and in an open competi-
tion. I would not ask the Navy nor the Con-
gress to do anything more than that.

While this bill includes strong report lan-
guage directing the Navy to expedite the on-
going target missile competition, we should
continue to closely assess the reliability of a
Russian source for the Navy’s SSST program,
as proposed by one of the competitors. Addi-
tionally, I remained concerned that future pro-
curement of the Russian-made MA–31 will al-
most surely terminate the Navy’s most reliable
existing supplier of targets made in the United
States.

Earlier this year, the Navy notified the man-
ufacturer that they have eliminated procure-
ment funding for the remaining U.S.-made tar-
get systems. This action alone has already re-
sulted in the layoff of more than 50 of my con-
stituents. Therefore, I urge the Congress to
recognize the impact of this funding shortfall
and work to address the future and integrity of
the Navy’s missile target procurement strat-
egy.

Mr. BASS. Mr. Chairman, I rise to speak on
the FY00 Defense Appropriations Act and to
express my support for the Air Force’s F–22.

I wish to commend the distinguished gen-
tleman from California, Mr. LEWIS, for pro-
ducing a bill that addresses the serious and
evolving challenges facing our military. Under
his guidance, the subcommittee has worked
very hard to promote our national security
within a constrained budget, and I believe the
bill before us goes a long way toward ad-
dressing many of our most urgent military re-
quirements.

I am, however, troubled by the subcommit-
tee’s recommendation to cut $1.8 billion from
the F–22 program. I certainly appreciate the
subcommittee’s concerns about the program
and am fully aware of the substantial chal-
lenges it faced as it sought to reconcile mili-
tary requirements with available resources.
Nevertheless, I believe that the F–22 remains
critical to maintaining the air superiority that
has proven invaluable to the United States to
date and will continue to be a fundamental re-
quirement in the future if our interests are to
be protected. Indeed, the F–22 program is the
Air Force’s number one priority.

Mr. Chairman, although I support the bill be-
fore us on the whole, I look forward to working
with the subcommittee chairman and other
members of the committee to ensure that the
F–22 is fully funded in the final bill.

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, during this
time of tight budget constraints, I want to ac-
knowledge the efforts of my Republican col-
leagues who have insisted that we devote
more resources toward our nation’s defense.
The FY 2000 Defense Appropriations bill of-
fers relief for our men and women in uniform
who protect and serve our nation in the armed
services.

Current events prove that the United States
continues to serve security interests around
the globe. With this in mind, we must address
the deterioration of our military readiness. The
funds provided by the FY 2000 Defense Ap-
propriations bill are an important first step.

This legislation will allow Congress to cor-
rect many shortcomings, including increased
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health programs, an increase in military pay
and additional defense weapons for our coun-
try. We need to continue to provide our sol-
diers with the resources they need to protect
freedom and themselves.

We must stop neglecting the needs of our
military. It has always been one of the central
purposes of the Appropriations Committee to
provide the necessary resources to ensure
that our military is second to none and I com-
mend Chairman LEWIS and the Appropriations
Subcommittee on Defense for their hard work
and dedication to our nation’s soldiers.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, as this Con-
gress faces tight funding levels on all federal
programs, once again, the Republication lead-
ership has decided to substantially increase
spending for the Pentagon. The DOD bill pro-
vides $288 billion, $8 billion more than the
President requested, almost $10 billion more
than the spending caps set by the 1997 bal-
anced budget law and $17.4 billion more than
appropriated for 1999. This bill blatantly steam
rolls over the much touted budget rules and
discipline the GOP has advertised. Thus, mak-
ing a mockery of the vows to keep within
budget limits simply by employing changing
dates and previous ‘‘emergency appropriations
actions’’.

While this measure provides for a much
needed military pay raise for our soldiers and
sailors, a smart reduction in production of the
unnecessary F–22 fighter, a much needed $19
million for further research into gulf war illness
and $56 million in international humanitarian
assistance, in total H.R. 2561 will seriously
drain resources away from important people
programs. Furthermore, with $1.2 billion in re-
search going forward, the F–22 is hardly down
and out and will surely be back at its $200–
300M a copy price. I need not remind my col-
leagues that just a few months ago, this
House voted to appropriate nearly $11 billion
in emergency spending for the Kosovo cam-
paign. The final product of the House/Senate
conference totaled $14.5 billion, roughly $8 bil-
lion more than the President’s request. While
I supported the U.S./NATO campaign, I did
not support this emergency supplemental be-
cause the GOP insisted upon loading it down
with wasteful and unnecessary military pork
projects that were totally unrelated to the air
campaign against the Serb aggression in
Kosovo. Moreover, the Republican leadership
chose to avoid the budget by funding FY 2000
projects in that emergency measure, to avoid
the budget rules.

H.R. 2561 provides no funds for the current
Kosovo peace keeping. This clearly assumes
that more funds are needed in a supplemental
or emergency spending request at a later date
in year 2000. This is a fraudulent policy by
spending on the hardware and then turning
needed programs and funding into a crisis, ap-
parently trying to justify emergency spending.

The battle over the F–22 is in focus today.
There is no threat which necessitates a next
generation fighter. The F–22 program was ini-
tiated in 1981 to meet the evolving threat
posed by the next generation of Soviet air-
craft. The war in Kosovo demonstrated the su-
periority—both qualitative and quantitative—of
the current fleet of F–15’s and F–16’s to main-
tain U.S. dominance in the skies. Not only
were current fighters undefeated in their en-
counters with the limited ability Serbian fight-
ers, but the Yugoslav Air Force was reluctant
even to deploy their aircraft to challenge U.S.

fighters. This scenario is a repeat of Iraq re-
luctance to challenge U.S. air dominance in
the gulf war and later confrontations in the no-
fly zones. Furthermore, the price tag of nearly
$200–$300 million per plane has ballooned
out of control However, while trying to elimi-
nate the F–22, this measure diverts the funds
to purchase more F–15’s and F–16’s, addi-
tional C–17 Air Force bombers and
unrequested funding for eight KC–130J’s. As a
result, no new maintenance and savings are
achieved. All this bill does is add more new
hardware and weapon systems as substitute
for fiscal discipline, and the prospect of buying
F–22 at even a higher price tomorrow.

Even though veterans suffer from inad-
equate health care, low income families lack
public housing, our nations schools are crum-
bling, classrooms are overcrowded and sen-
iors do not have necessary prescription drug
coverage, the Republican-led majority con-
tinues to display an inability to address these
important issues by again channeling limited
resources under the budget caps to Pentagon
spending. Our military superiority was dem-
onstrated successfully in the Kosovo conflict.
Our national defense technology and capabili-
ties far outmatch any direct threat to our mili-
tary forces. Our priorities ought to be invest-
ment in readiness, maintenance, and smart
military service, not weapons systems alone.
Limited and careful policy would not expend
another $4 billion on a unproven and highly
questionable missile defense system. This
system passed one experiment, but has failed
repeatedly to live up to its promise after three
decades and at least $100 billion in tax payer
spending. Reason would suggest that this is
not prudent policy, but fears and the pressure
of special interests has kept this policy moving
forward no matter the cost and practicality.

Congress must reassess our national prior-
ities and focus upon our pressing needs. I
urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on this meas-
ure.

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Chairman, I support the
passage of the Fiscal Year 2000 Defense Ap-
propriations Bill. This legislation effectively ad-
dresses the growing quality of life, readiness,
and modernization shortfalls facing today’s
military. It attempts to manage the competing
pressures and risks associated with an expan-
sive U.S. national security strategy and dimin-
ishing defense resources.

I am particularly pleased that the House Ap-
propriations Committee found merit in two
worthwhile programs managed by innovative
companies located in Washington State’s 8th
Congressional District. This bill allots $8 mil-
lion to Asymetrix Learning Systems, Inc. for
the development of an online education pro-
gram for the Washington State Army National
Guard. Additionally, it allocates $4 million to
Adroit Systems, Inc. to develop Pulse Detona-
tion Engine technology, which will allow the
Navy to improve missile capabilities while re-
ducing future procurement costs.

Despite the positive steps this bill takes to
improve our national security, I would like to
take the opportunity to express my concern re-
garding the $1.8 billion reduction for the pro-
curement of the F–22 fighter. The F–22
Raptor is the Air Force’s next-generation air-
superiority fighter, the aircraft that will take the
lead in seizing control of contested airspace in
wartime so that other aircraft can do their jobs.
It is the only air-superiority fighter that the Air
Force has in advanced development, and the
first such aircraft developed since the 1970s.

Recent trends in warfare suggest that who-
ever owns the sky and space above it will own
the future. According to the Lexington Institute,
the F–22 gives the only opportunity the Air
Force has to ensure America’s military con-
tinues to control the sky during the early dec-
ades of the 21st century. No other tactical
combat aircraft in service today has a similar
capacity to successfully operate amid the
emerging foreign-made air-to-air missile threat.
And because it is survivable, no other Amer-
ican aircraft will be able to effectively engage
in battle as close to the enemy as the F–22
Raptor.

An April 27 statement by seven former de-
fense secretaries emphasizes that continued
development and production of the F–22 is es-
sential to preserving U.S. command of the air.
Additionally, even in a period of diminished
threats, other nations will gradually overtake
and surpass the fighting effectiveness of cur-
rent U.S. fighters. Therefore, the agility, fire-
power, and situational awareness embodied in
the F–22 must be funded.

The decision to fund this project will have a
long term strategic effect on America’s de-
fense capabilities. We must retain our ability to
establish air dominance by supporting the con-
tinued procurement of the F–22 Raptor. The
funding of this next-generation fighter is es-
sential to the air superiority of the United
States of America and the entire free world.

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup-
port of H.R. 2561, the Department Defense
Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 2000. This
bill carefully balances scarce resources by
maintaining readiness, providing a much de-
served pay raise for our troops and ensuring
that our military continues its technological
dominance over potential enemies. I urge sup-
port for this bill.

Mr. Chairman, this Administration has been
dramatically and consistently underfunding our
military, while at the same time, asking it to do
more with less. Our troops have been com-
mitted to more operations in the last ten years
than at any time since World War II. This has
created a situation whereby we have exces-
sive wear and tear on equipment and facilities.
In addition, our soldiers, sailors and airmen
are having to spend extraordinary time away
from their homes and their families. While our
troops have performed admirably, the time has
come where they can no longer do more with
less.

The defense budget presented by the Presi-
dent fell far short of the needs that our military
had requested. For instance, in my bill, Military
Construction, there was not one request for a
new unit of family housing in the Continental
United States (CONUS) made by either the
Army or the Navy. With a housing backlog that
stretches for over ten years, and a real prop-
erty maintenance backlog of almost a billion
dollars, the needs of the services are real.

In fact, in hearings before the Defense Ap-
propriations Subcommittee, the services pro-
vided us with an unfunded priority list of over
$11 billion for this year alone, and over $150
billion during the next five years. While re-
maining within the budget caps, this Defense
Appropriations bill begins to address this
shortfall by providing an extra $2.8 billion
above what the Administration felt would have
been adequate. Highlights of the bill include:
$300 million above the budget request for pilot
bonuses; $854 million above the budget re-
quest for Quality of Life enhancements; $103
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million above the budget request for recruiting;
$2.8 billion above the budget request for Re-
search, Development, Test and Evaluation;
and 4.8 percent pay raise (above the budget
request)

Mr. Chairman, this bill is a step in the right
direction. While it does not fix all of the prob-
lems that our military is facing today, it does
take necessary steps to ensure that funds will
be directed first to those items that are bro-
ken, and give our troops the tools they need
to protect our country and our future.

I urge my colleagues to support this bill.
Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, a

French proverb says ‘‘[w]ar is much too seri-
ous to leave to the generals.’’ Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to say exactly the opposite. War is
far too important to be left to politicians.

Today, the House stands on the verge of
sending the Senate a bill that may very well
terminate the F–22 program. On one side, we
have a carefully planned, smoothly executed
plan by politicians to scrap the fighter. On the
other side, we have every general in the Pen-
tagon telling us our national security will suffer
a fatal blow if we choose to give up air domi-
nance in the next century.

In a letter to Congress last week, Secretary
of Defense William Cohen told us that ‘‘Can-
celing the F–22 program means we cannot
guarantee air superiority in future conflicts.’’
Six former Secretaries of Defense have
echoed Secretary Cohen’s words, calling the
F–22 a ‘‘essential’’ program that must be fully
funded.

Make no mistake about it, Mr. Speaker. If
we cancel the F–22, we are making a decision
to stake the lives of American soldiers on infe-
rior equipment because some in Congress
think they know more about air warfare than
the United States Air Force.

Ironically, canceling the F–22 won’t even ac-
complish its stated goal of saving money. Sec-
retary Cohen has told us the alternative to the
F–22—an upgraded F–15 (already over 25
years old)—will cost the same as the F–22,
but will not provide air dominance. The Sec-
retary has also told us—correctly—that not
only will the Joint Strike Fighter or JSF be un-
able to fill the air superiority role, it will also be
unable to handle its strike role without F–22
support. This is the legislative equivalent of re-
jecting a Cadillac in order to buy a Yugo for
twice the price. The JSF is not, was never
contemplated to be, and cannot be made into,
the F–22. It is not an air-superiority fighter. It
is a subsonic tactical fighter that goes into a
conflict after the F–22 establishes air domi-
nance. the JSF cannot itself establish air
dominance.

In September of 1939, Neville Chamberlain
told the British people to go home and rest
easy because he had purchased ‘‘peace for
our time.’’ the following September, an unpre-
pared Great Britain began a fight for its life
with Nazi Germany. We must not make a
long-term mistake for a short-term gain, by
canceling the F–22. We must not allow our
easy victory in Kosovo to lead us to mistak-
enly assume we will always have air superi-
ority.

Again, the facts are clear. First—this deci-
sion may very well end the F–22 program, by
raising future costs so high we will not be able
to restart it later. Second—without the F–22,
American forces will to a certainty, be
outgunned by the next generation of missiles
and aircraft already nearing production by

three nations (Russia, France, and Sweden),
each of which is ready to use them or sell
them to the highest bidders. Third—by giving
up air superiority, we are encouraging our en-
emies to attack us and ensuring that young
Americans will pay on the battlefields of the
future; only a few short years away.

In short, we will have rejected the wisdom of
George Washington, who told Congress ‘‘[t]o
be prepared for war is one of the most effec-
tual means of preserving peace.’’ The ancient
Chinese military strategist Sun Tzu said the
same thing two thousand years ago when he
wrote that ‘‘[v]ictorious warriors win first, and
then go to war, while defeated warriors go to
war first and then seek to win.’’ Mr. Speaker,
if Congress kills the F–22 program we will pay
dearly later for ignoring this sage advice now.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Chairman, as a
member of the Defense Subcommittee, I am
proud to support the outstanding package that
we put together under the leadership of Chair-
man LEWIS and Mr. MURTHA. H.R. 2561 im-
proves on the President’s request by adding
$2.8 billion for critical defense initiatives.
Equally important, when supplemental funds
are included, this bill provides the first con-
secutive year increase in defense spending
since 1985. Despite these slight increases, we
were forced to make many tough choices in
this bill. Persistent underfunding of defense
needs and an extraordinarily high operations
tempo generated an unfunded request list
from the services chiefs totalling some $7 bil-
lion.

In this legislation we have the advantage of
hindsight on Operation Allied Force, which ex-
posed a number of urgent needs that are not
addressed in the President’s request. I am
particularly pleased at what we were able to
do for two platforms which I regard as
enablers for the conduct of all military oper-
ations: tankers and jammers.

H.R. 2561 provides $208 million for KC–135
reengining, allowing the Air National Guard to
convert 8 aircraft with modern engines. The
Kosovo operation showed clearly that we rely
on KC–135 aerial refueling tankers for all air
missions and both active and guard crews
were hard pressed to support the campaign.
These forty year old aircraft are the backbone
of our global capabilities and new engines dra-
matically increase their capability, allowing a
25 percent increase in fuel offload capability,
a 35 percent reduction in time to climb, a 23
percent reduction in take off distance, while
also meeting current noise and pollution
standards. Yet, the Air Force has refused to
commit seriously to reengining these aircraft
which are the legs of the entire service. In pre-
vious years, the Defense Subcommittee has
wisely added funds for one or two kits a year,
but more than 130 aircraft remain to be
reengined. Unfathomably, in a period of dra-
matically increased global deployments, the
Air Force has delayed conversions until 2002.
This legislation meets the need and puts the
Air Force on an economical path to actually in-
tegrate modern engines onto an aging air-
frame for which there is no proposed alter-
native.

The bill also addresses the tactical aircraft
jammer crisis. To pay the growing bills on the
F–22, the Air Force sacrificed its entire fleet of
EF–111A tactical jamming aircraft, leaving the
entire DOD with a single platform, the EA–6B
Prowler, to perform this essential mission.
These aircraft were heavily utilized over

Kosovo, performing 717 wartime sorties. But
to meet the need, the Prowlers were stretched
thin. Coverage of Korea was eliminated, safety
standards were waived, spare parts were
stripped from everywhere else in the world
and squadrons on the East and West coasts
were put on alert interfering with training. Two
squadrons returning from 6 month carrier de-
ployments were turned around and again de-
ployed to Aviano, instead of seeing their fami-
lies. In all, 12 of 19 squadrons were at-sea or
deployed.

The Kosovo operation showed that we sim-
ply do not have enough Prowlers to support
our national strategy. The operation also re-
vealed other deficiencies that must be cor-
rected. EA–6Bs are not night-vision capable,
which requires air crews to fly with external
lights, illuminating them to adversaries. They
have no data link capability and thus have dif-
ficulty discerning the location of friendly and
enemy aircraft. And while DOD acknowledges
that within 10 years we will face a severe in-
ventory problem, there is no plan to address
this issue. Our bill provides $227 million to
fund a package of improvements to the fleet.
We have included night vision equipment, sim-
ulators, a data link capability and funding for
a follow-on replacement aircraft. As with the
KC–135, this is a national capability that is
readily recognized but unsupported by DOD
because of limited modernization funds. The
lessons of Kosovo demonstrate the impor-
tance of both platforms and I strongly support
the Committee’s actions on these two aircraft.

The Committee has managed to address
many such modernization shortfalls in this bill
while also providing for quality of life initia-
tives. The bill fully funds the 4.8 percent pay
raise and supports pay table and retirement
reform. We have increased the Basic Allow-
ance for Housing by $225 million. Our contin-
ued concern about pilot retention was re-
flected in a $300 million increase for aviation
continuation pay. Retention is about more than
pay however, and the report directs DOD to
undertake a comprehensive quality of life
study to provide a foundation for addressing
other issues that have negative effects on unit
morale and readiness.

I believe this is an outstanding bill which ad-
dresses a wide range of critical, yet unfunded
near-term priorities within the Department of
Defense. It is essential that we act on the im-
mediate lessons of Kosovo and by directing
funding to such areas as tankers and jammers
we have improved the overall capabilities of
our forces. I urge Members to support this bill.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in
opposition to the proposed $266 billion for the
Defense Appropriations for FY 2000. This bill
appropriates $2.8 billion more than the admin-
istration’s request. This includes hundreds of
millions of dollars needed to build new F–15s
and F–16s—both Cold War fossils—and $3.9
billion for a national missile defense system.

What is the threat that we need such elabo-
rate and expensive items to add to the U.S.
defense? What is the threat that we are willing
to forsake health care for our children, smaller
classrooms for our children and prescription
drug coverage for our seniors?

Times are changing. The $3.9 billion that is
to be spent on missile defense is an example
of money invested in a non-existent threat.
The proposed National Missile Defense (NMD)
program would have been much more useful
fifteen years ago, during the Cold War. Bio-
logical and chemical warfare is the foreseen
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threat these days, and an NMD program will
soon be obsolete. Defense spending should
be decreasing, yet it is costing more and more
each year to defend ourselves from an invis-
ible enemy.

The Pentagon is the largest source of bu-
reaucratic waste, fraud and abuse in the fed-
eral government. Military contractors and their
champions in Congress fuel wasteful military
spending by promoting weapons as jobs pro-
grams and stuffing pork projects into districts
and states. When in reality, the jobs gained in
the U.S. pales in comparison to those sent
overseas to complete the majority of weapons
development. Congress should hold military
projects to the same ‘‘pork accountability
standard’’ as other government projects.

The worst part of it all is that in order to
fund these ridiculous increases, programs de-
signed for community and regional develop-
ment programs will suffer the most. Massive
cuts in domestic programs will equal a mas-
sive loss in jobs for teachers, construction
workers, civil service workers, and others. This
money could also be directed to improve the
quality of childcare for working families, im-
proving Medicare, and increased funding for
medical research.

Remember to keep in mind the $13 billion
wasted in Kosovo—a situation that could have
been settled through peace talks and negotia-
tions. Now, NATO wants our support to rebuild
the bridges, roads, and towns that were de-
stroyed.

I strongly urge my colleagues to join me in
opposing this wasteful and misdirected use of
$266 billion. Please oppose H.R. 2561, the
Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year 2000.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I very much appreciate my col-
league’s comments, and with that, for
general debate purposes, I yield back
the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate having expired, pursuant to the
rule, the bill shall be considered for
amendment under the 5-minute rule.
During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that he has printed
in the designated place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments
will be considered read.

The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may postpone a request for a
recorded vote on any amendment and
may reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes
the time for voting on any postponed
question that immediately follows an-
other vote, provided that the time for
voting on the first question shall be a
minimum of 15 minutes.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 2561
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the following
sums are appropriated, out of any money in
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2000, for
military functions administered by the De-
partment of Defense, and for other purposes,
namely:

TITLE I
MILITARY PERSONNEL

MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY

For pay, allowances, individual clothing,
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities,

permanent change of station travel (includ-
ing all expenses thereof for organizational
movements), and expenses of temporary duty
travel between permanent duty stations, for
members of the Army on active duty (except
members of reserve components provided for
elsewhere), cadets, and aviation cadets; and
for payments pursuant to section 156 of Pub-
lic Law 97–377, as amended (42 U.S.C. 402
note), to section 229(b) of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 429(b)), and to the Department
of Defense Military Retirement Fund;
$21,475,732,000.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY

For pay, allowances, individual clothing,
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities,
permanent change of station travel (includ-
ing all expenses thereof for organizational
movements), and expenses of temporary duty
travel between permanent duty stations, for
members of the Navy on active duty (except
members of the Reserve provided for else-
where), midshipmen, and aviation cadets;
and for payments pursuant to section 156 of
Public Law 97–377, as amended (42 U.S.C. 402
note), to section 229(b) of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 429(b)), and to the Department
of Defense Military Retirement Fund;
$16,737,072,000.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS

For pay, allowances, individual clothing,
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities,
permanent change of station travel (includ-
ing all expenses thereof for organizational
movements), and expenses of temporary duty
travel between permanent duty stations, for
members of the Marine Corps on active duty
(except members of the Reserve provided for
elsewhere); and for payments pursuant to
section 156 of Public Law 97–377, as amended
(42 U.S.C. 402 note), to section 229(b) of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 429(b)), and to
the Department of Defense Military Retire-
ment Fund; $6,353,622,000.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE

For pay, allowances, individual clothing,
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities,
permanent change of station travel (includ-
ing all expenses thereof for organizational
movements), and expenses of temporary duty
travel between permanent duty stations, for
members of the Air Force on active duty (ex-
cept members of reserve components pro-
vided for elsewhere), cadets, and aviation ca-
dets; and for payments pursuant to section
156 of Public Law 97–377, as amended (42
U.S.C. 402 note), to section 229(b) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 429(b)), and to
the Department of Defense Military Retire-
ment Fund; $17,565,811,000.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, ARMY

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Army Reserve on active
duty under sections 10211, 10302, and 3038 of
title 10, United States Code, or while serving
on active duty under section 12301(d) of title
10, United States Code, in connection with
performing duty specified in section 12310(a)
of title 10, United States Code, or while un-
dergoing reserve training, or while per-
forming drills or equivalent duty or other
duty, and for members of the Reserve Offi-
cers’ Training Corps, and expenses author-
ized by section 16131 of title 10, United States
Code; and for payments to the Department of
Defense Military Retirement Fund;
$2,235,055,000.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, NAVY

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Navy Reserve on active duty
under section 10211 of title 10, United States
Code, or while serving on active duty under
section 12301(d) of title 10, United States

Code, in connection with performing duty
specified in section 12310(a) of title 10, United
States Code, or while undergoing reserve
training, or while performing drills or equiv-
alent duty, and for members of the Reserve
Officers’ Training Corps, and expenses au-
thorized by section 16131 of title 10, United
States Code; and for payments to the Depart-
ment of Defense Military Retirement Fund;
$1,425,210,000.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Marine Corps Reserve on ac-
tive duty under section 10211 of title 10,
United States Code, or while serving on ac-
tive duty under section 12301(d) of title 10,
United States Code, in connection with per-
forming duty specified in section 12310(a) of
title 10, United States Code, or while under-
going reserve training, or while performing
drills or equivalent duty, and for members of
the Marine Corps platoon leaders class, and
expenses authorized by section 16131 of title
10, United States Code; and for payments to
the Department of Defense Military Retire-
ment Fund; $403,822,000.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Air Force Reserve on active
duty under sections 10211, 10305, and 8038 of
title 10, United States Code, or while serving
on active duty under section 12301(d) of title
10, United States Code, in connection with
performing duty specified in section 12310(a)
of title 10, United States Code, or while un-
dergoing reserve training, or while per-
forming drills or equivalent duty or other
duty, and for members of the Air Reserve Of-
ficers’ Training Corps, and expenses author-
ized by section 16131 of title 10, United States
Code; and for payments to the Department of
Defense Military Retirement Fund;
$872,978,000.

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, ARMY

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Army National Guard while
on duty under section 10211, 10302, or 12402 of
title 10 or section 708 of title 32, United
States Code, or while serving on duty under
section 12301(d) of title 10 or section 502(f) of
title 32, United States Code, in connection
with performing duty specified in section
12310(a) of title 10, United States Code, or
while undergoing training, or while per-
forming drills or equivalent duty or other
duty, and expenses authorized by section
16131 of title 10, United States Code; and for
payments to the Department of Defense Mili-
tary Retirement Fund; $3,486,427,000.

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Air National Guard on duty
under section 10211, 10305, or 12402 of title 10
or section 708 of title 32, United States Code,
or while serving on duty under section
12301(d) of title 10 or section 502(f) of title 32,
United States Code, in connection with per-
forming duty specified in section 12310(a) of
title 10, United States Code, or while under-
going training, or while performing drills or
equivalent duty or other duty, and expenses
authorized by section 16131 of title 10, United
States Code; and for payments to the Depart-
ment of Defense Military Retirement Fund;
$1,456,248,000.

TITLE II
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance
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of the Army, as authorized by law; and not
to exceed $10,624,000 can be used for emer-
gencies and extraordinary expenses, to be ex-
pended on the approval or authority of the
Secretary of the Army, and payments may
be made on his certificate of necessity for
confidential military purposes; $19,629,019,000
and, in addition, $50,000,000 shall be derived
by transfer from the National Defense Stock-
pile Transaction Fund: Provided, That of the
funds made available under this heading,
$6,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, shall be transferred to ‘‘National
Park Service—Construction’’ within 30 days
of enactment of this Act, only for necessary
infrastructure repair improvements at Fort
Baker, under the management of the Golden
Gate Recreation Area: Provided further, That
of the funds appropriated in this paragraph,
not less than $355,000,000 shall be made avail-
able only for conventional ammunition care
and maintenance:
Provided further, That of the funds appro-
priated under this heading, $4,000,000 shall
not be available until thirty days after the
Secretary of the Army provides to the con-
gressional defense committees the results of
an assessment, solicited by means of a com-
petitive bid, on the prospects of recovering
costs associated with the environmental res-
toration of the Department of the Army’s
government-owned, contractor-operated fa-
cilities.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance
of the Navy and the Marine Corps, as author-
ized by law; and not to exceed $5,155,000 can
be used for emergencies and extraordinary
expenses, to be expended on the approval or
authority of the Secretary of the Navy, and
payments may be made on his certificate of
necessity for confidential military purposes;
$23,029,584,000 and, in addition, $50,000,000
shall be derived by transfer from the Na-
tional Defense Stockpile Transaction Fund.
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance
of the Marine Corps, as authorized by law;
$2,822,004,000.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance
of the Air Force, as authorized by law; and
not to exceed $7,882,000 can be used for emer-
gencies and extraordinary expenses, to be ex-
pended on the approval or authority of the
Secretary of the Air Force, and payments
may be made on his certificate of necessity
for confidential military purposes;
$21,641,099,000 and, in addition, $50,000,000
shall be derived by transfer from the Na-
tional Defense Stockpile Transaction Fund.
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-WIDE

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance
of activities and agencies of the Department
of Defense (other than the military depart-
ments), as authorized by law; $11,401,733,000,
of which not to exceed $2,000,000 is for pro-
viding the Computer/Electronic Accommoda-
tions program to federal agencies which oth-
erwise do not receive funding for such pur-
poses; of which not to exceed $25,000,000 may
be available for the CINC initiative fund ac-
count; and of which not to exceed $32,300,000
can be used for emergencies and extraor-
dinary expenses, to be expended on the ap-
proval or authority of the Secretary of De-
fense, and payments may be made on his cer-
tificate of necessity for confidential military

purposes: Provided, That of the amount ap-
propriated under the heading ‘‘Operation and
Maintenance, Defense-Wide’’ in division B,
title I, of Public Law 105–277, the amount of
$177,000,000 not covered as of July 12, 1999, by
an official budget request under the fifth
proviso of that section is available, subject
to such an official budget request for that
entire amount, only for the following ac-
counts in the specified amounts:

‘‘Other Procurement, Air Force’’,
$47,000,000;

‘‘Procurement, Defense-Wide’’, $100,000,000;
and

‘‘Research, Development, Test and Evalua-
tion, Air Force’’, $30,000,000:
Provided further, That none of the amount of
$177,000,000 described in the preceding proviso
may be made available for obligation unless
the entire amount is released to the Depart-
ment of Defense and made available for obli-
gation for the programs, and in the amounts,
specified in the preceding proviso: Provided
further, That of the amounts provided under
this heading, $40,000,000 to remain available
until expended, is available only for expenses
relating to certain classified activities, and
may be transferred as necessary by the Sec-
retary of Defense to operation and mainte-
nance, procurement, and research, develop-
ment, test and evaluation appropriations ac-
counts, to be merged with and to be avail-
able for the same time period as the appro-
priations to which transferred: Provided fur-
ther, That the transfer authority provided
under this heading is in addition to any
other transfer authority provided in this
Act: Provided further, That of the funds made
available under this heading, $10,000,000 shall
be available only for retrofitting security
containers that are under the control of, or
that are accessible by, defense contractors.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY
RESERVE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and mainte-
nance, including training, organization, and
administration, of the Army Reserve; repair
of facilities and equipment; hire of passenger
motor vehicles; travel and transportation;
care of the dead; recruiting; procurement of
services, supplies, and equipment; and com-
munications; $1,513,076,000.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY RESERVE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and mainte-
nance, including training, organization, and
administration, of the Navy Reserve; repair
of facilities and equipment; hire of passenger
motor vehicles; travel and transportation;
care of the dead; recruiting; procurement of
services, supplies, and equipment; and com-
munications; $969,478,000.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS
RESERVE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and mainte-
nance, including training, organization, and
administration, of the Marine Corps Reserve;
repair of facilities and equipment; hire of
passenger motor vehicles; travel and trans-
portation; care of the dead; recruiting; pro-
curement of services, supplies, and equip-
ment; and communications; $143,911,000.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE
RESERVE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and mainte-
nance, including training, organization, and
administration, of the Air Force Reserve; re-
pair of facilities and equipment; hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles; travel and transpor-
tation; care of the dead; recruiting; procure-
ment of services, supplies, and equipment;
and communications; $1,788,091,000.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY
NATIONAL GUARD

For expenses of training, organizing, and
administering the Army National Guard, in-
cluding medical and hospital treatment and
related expenses in non-Federal hospitals;
maintenance, operation, and repairs to
structures and facilities; hire of passenger
motor vehicles; personnel services in the Na-
tional Guard Bureau; travel expenses (other
than mileage), as authorized by law for
Army personnel on active duty, for Army
National Guard division, regimental, and
battalion commanders while inspecting units
in compliance with National Guard Bureau
regulations when specifically authorized by
the Chief, National Guard Bureau; supplying
and equipping the Army National Guard as
authorized by law; and expenses of repair,
modification, maintenance, and issue of sup-
plies and equipment (including aircraft);
$3,103,642,000.
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR NATIONAL

GUARD

For operation and maintenance of the Air
National Guard, including medical and hos-
pital treatment and related expenses in non-
Federal hospitals; maintenance, operation,
repair, and other necessary expenses of fa-
cilities for the training and administration
of the Air National Guard, including repair
of facilities, maintenance, operation, and
modification of aircraft; transportation of
things, hire of passenger motor vehicles; sup-
plies, materials, and equipment, as author-
ized by law for the Air National Guard; and
expenses incident to the maintenance and
use of supplies, materials, and equipment, in-
cluding such as may be furnished from
stocks under the control of agencies of the
Department of Defense; travel expenses
(other than mileage) on the same basis as au-
thorized by law for Air National Guard per-
sonnel on active Federal duty, for Air Na-
tional Guard commanders while inspecting
units in compliance with National Guard Bu-
reau regulations when specifically author-
ized by the Chief, National Guard Bureau;
$3,239,438,000.

OVERSEAS CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS
TRANSFER FUND

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For expenses directly relating to Overseas
Contingency Operations by United States
military forces; $1,812,600,000, to remain
available until expended: Provided, That the
Secretary of Defense may transfer these
funds only to operation and maintenance ac-
counts within this title, the Defense Health
Program appropriation, and to working cap-
ital funds: Provided further, That the funds
transferred shall be merged with and shall be
available for the same purposes and for the
same time period, as the appropriation to
which transferred: Provided further, That
upon a determination that all or part of the
funds transferred from this appropriation are
not necessary for the purposes provided here-
in, such amounts may be transferred back to
this appropriation: Provided further, That the
transfer authority provided in this para-
graph is in addition to any other transfer au-
thority contained elsewhere in this Act.

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE
ARMED FORCES

For salaries and expenses necessary for the
United States Court of Appeals for the
Armed Forces; $7,621,000, of which not to ex-
ceed $2,500 can be used for official represen-
tation purposes.

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, ARMY

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the Department of the Army,
$378,170,000, to remain available until trans-
ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of the
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Army shall, upon determining that such
funds are required for environmental res-
toration, reduction and recycling of haz-
ardous waste, removal of unsafe buildings
and debris of the Department of the Army,
or for similar purposes, transfer the funds
made available by this appropriation to
other appropriations made available to the
Department of the Army, to be merged with
and to be available for the same purposes
and for the same time period as the appro-
priations to which transferred: Provided fur-
ther, That upon a determination that all or
part of the funds transferred from this appro-
priation are not necessary for the purposes
provided herein, such amounts may be trans-
ferred back to this appropriation: Provided
further, That the transfer authority provided
in this paragraph is in addition to any other
transfer authority provided elsewhere in this
Act.

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, NAVY

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the Department of the Navy,
$284,000,000, to remain available until trans-
ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of the
Navy shall, upon determining that such
funds are required for environmental res-
toration, reduction and recycling of haz-
ardous waste, removal of unsafe buildings
and debris of the Department of the Navy, or
for similar purposes, transfer the funds made
available by this appropriation to other ap-
propriations made available to the Depart-
ment of the Navy, to be merged with and to
be available for the same purposes and for
the same time period as the appropriations
to which transferred: Provided further, That
upon a determination that all or part of the
funds transferred from this appropriation are
not necessary for the purposes provided here-
in, such amounts may be transferred back to
this appropriation: Provided further, That the
transfer authority provided in this para-
graph is in addition to any other transfer au-
thority provided elsewhere in this Act.

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, AIR FORCE

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the Department of the Air Force,
$376,800,000, to remain available until trans-
ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of the
Air Force shall, upon determining that such
funds are required for environmental res-
toration, reduction and recycling of haz-
ardous waste, removal of unsafe buildings
and debris of the Department of the Air
Force, or for similar purposes, transfer the
funds made available by this appropriation
to other appropriations made available to
the Department of the Air Force, to be
merged with and to be available for the same
purposes and for the same time period as the
appropriations to which transferred: Provided
further, That upon a determination that all
or part of the funds transferred from this ap-
propriation are not necessary for the pur-
poses provided herein, such amounts may be
transferred back to this appropriation: Pro-
vided further, That the transfer authority
provided in this paragraph is in addition to
any other transfer authority provided else-
where in this Act.

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, DEFENSE-WIDE

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the Department of Defense, $25,370,000,
to remain available until transferred: Pro-
vided, That the Secretary of Defense shall,
upon determining that such funds are re-
quired for environmental restoration, reduc-
tion and recycling of hazardous waste, re-
moval of unsafe buildings and debris of the
Department of Defense, or for similar pur-
poses, transfer the funds made available by
this appropriation to other appropriations
made available to the Department of De-

fense, to be merged with and to be available
for the same purposes and for the same time
period as the appropriations to which trans-
ferred: Provided further, That upon a deter-
mination that all or part of the funds trans-
ferred from this appropriation are not nec-
essary for the purposes provided herein, such
amounts may be transferred back to this ap-
propriation: Provided further, That the trans-
fer authority provided in this paragraph is in
addition to any other transfer authority pro-
vided elsewhere in this Act.

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, FORMERLY
USED DEFENSE SITES

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the Department of the Army,
$209,214,000, to remain available until trans-
ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of the
Army shall, upon determining that such
funds are required for environmental res-
toration, reduction and recycling of haz-
ardous waste, removal of unsafe buildings
and debris at sites formerly used by the De-
partment of Defense, transfer the funds made
available by this appropriation to other ap-
propriations made available to the Depart-
ment of the Army, to be merged with and to
be available for the same purposes and for
the same time period as the appropriations
to which transferred: Provided further, That
upon a determination that all or part of the
funds transferred from this appropriation are
not necessary for the purposes provided here-
in, such amounts may be transferred back to
this appropriation: Provided further, That the
transfer authority provided in this para-
graph is in addition to any other transfer au-
thority provided elsewhere in this Act.

OVERSEAS HUMANITARIAN, DISASTER, AND
CIVIC AID

For expenses relating to the Overseas Hu-
manitarian, Disaster, and Civic Aid pro-
grams of the Department of Defense (con-
sisting of the programs provided under sec-
tions 401, 402, 404, 2547, and 2551 of title 10,
United States Code); $55,800,000, to remain
available until September 30, 2001.

FORMER SOVIET UNION THREAT REDUCTION

For assistance to the republics of the
former Soviet Union, including assistance
provided by contract or by grants, for facili-
tating the elimination and the safe and se-
cure transportation and storage of nuclear,
chemical, and other weapons; for estab-
lishing programs to prevent the proliferation
of weapons, weapons components, and weap-
on-related technology and expertise; for pro-
grams relating to the training and support of
defense and military personnel for demili-
tarization and protection of weapons, weap-
ons components, and weapons technology
and expertise; $456,100,000, to remain avail-
able until September 30, 2002.

QUALITY OF LIFE ENHANCEMENTS, DEFENSE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
resulting from unfunded shortfalls in the re-
pair and maintenance of real property of the
Department of Defense (including military
housing and barracks); $800,000,000, for the
maintenance of real property of the Depart-
ment of Defense (including minor construc-
tion and major maintenance and repair),
which shall remain available for obligation
until September 30, 2001, as follows:

Army, $182,600,000;
Navy, $285,200,000;
Marine Corps, $62,100,000;
Air Force, $259,600,000; and
Defense-Wide, $10,500,000:

Provided, That notwithstanding any other
provision of law, of the funds appropriated
under this heading for Defense-Wide activi-
ties, the entire amount shall only be avail-
able for grants by the Secretary of Defense
to local educational authorities which main-

tain primary and secondary educational fa-
cilities located within Department of De-
fense installations, and which are used pri-
marily by Department of Defense military
and civilian dependents, for facility repairs
and improvements to such educational facili-
ties: Provided further, That such grants to
local educational authorities may be made
for repairs and improvements to such edu-
cational facilities as required to meet class-
room size requirements: Provided further,
That the cumulative amount of any grant or
grants to any single local educational au-
thority provided pursuant to the provisions
under this heading shall not exceed
$1,500,000.

TITLE III
PROCUREMENT

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, ARMY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, modification, and modernization of air-
craft, equipment, including ordnance, ground
handling equipment, spare parts, and acces-
sories therefor; specialized equipment and
training devices; expansion of public and pri-
vate plants, including the land necessary
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon
prior to approval of title; and procurement
and installation of equipment, appliances,
and machine tools in public and private
plants; reserve plant and Government and
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and
other expenses necessary for the foregoing
purposes; $1,590,488,000, to remain available
for obligation until September 30, 2002.

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, ARMY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, modification, and modernization of
missiles, equipment, including ordnance,
ground handling equipment, spare parts, and
accessories therefor; specialized equipment
and training devices; expansion of public and
private plants, including the land necessary
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon
prior to approval of title; and procurement
and installation of equipment, appliances,
and machine tools in public and private
plants; reserve plant and Government and
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and
other expenses necessary for the foregoing
purposes; $1,272,798,000, to remain available
for obligation until September 30, 2002.

PROCUREMENT OF WEAPONS AND TRACKED
COMBAT VEHICLES, ARMY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of weapons and
tracked combat vehicles, equipment, includ-
ing ordnance, spare parts, and accessories
therefor; specialized equipment and training
devices; expansion of public and private
plants, including the land necessary there-
for, for the foregoing purposes, and such
lands and interests therein, may be acquired,
and construction prosecuted thereon prior to
approval of title; and procurement and in-
stallation of equipment, appliances, and ma-
chine tools in public and private plants; re-
serve plant and Government and contractor-
owned equipment layaway; and other ex-
penses necessary for the foregoing purposes;
$1,556,665,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 2002.

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, ARMY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of ammunition, and
accessories therefor; specialized equipment
and training devices; expansion of public and
private plants, including ammunition facili-
ties authorized by section 2854 of title 10,
United States Code, and the land necessary
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and
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such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon
prior to approval of title; and procurement
and installation of equipment, appliances,
and machine tools in public and private
plants; reserve plant and Government and
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and
other expenses necessary for the foregoing
purposes; $1,228,770,000, to remain available
for obligation until September 30, 2002.

OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of vehicles, including
tactical, support, and non-tracked combat
vehicles; the purchase of not to exceed 36
passenger motor vehicles for replacement
only; and the purchase of 3 vehicles required
for physical security of personnel, notwith-
standing price limitations applicable to pas-
senger vehicles but not to exceed $200,000 per
vehicle; communications and electronic
equipment; other support equipment; spare
parts, ordnance, and accessories therefor;
specialized equipment and training devices;
expansion of public and private plants, in-
cluding the land necessary therefor, for the
foregoing purposes, and such lands and inter-
ests therein, may be acquired, and construc-
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of
title; and procurement and installation of
equipment, appliances, and machine tools in
public and private plants; reserve plant and
Government and contractor-owned equip-
ment layaway; and other expenses necessary
for the foregoing purposes; $3,604,751,000, to
remain available for obligation until Sep-
tember 30, 2002.

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, modification, and modernization of air-
craft, equipment, including ordnance, spare
parts, and accessories therefor; specialized
equipment; expansion of public and private
plants, including the land necessary there-
for, and such lands and interests therein,
may be acquired, and construction pros-
ecuted thereon prior to approval of title; and
procurement and installation of equipment,
appliances, and machine tools in public and
private plants; reserve plant and Govern-
ment and contractor-owned equipment lay-
away; $9,168,405,000, to remain available for
obligation until September 30, 2002.

WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, modification, and modernization of
missiles, torpedoes, other weapons, and re-
lated support equipment including spare
parts, and accessories therefor; expansion of
public and private plants, including the land
necessary therefor, and such lands and inter-
ests therein, may be acquired, and construc-
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of
title; and procurement and installation of
equipment, appliances, and machine tools in
public and private plants; reserve plant and
Government and contractor-owned equip-
ment layaway; $1,334,800,000, to remain avail-
able for obligation until September 30, 2002.

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, NAVY AND
MARINE CORPS

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of ammunition, and
accessories therefor; specialized equipment
and training devices; expansion of public and
private plants, including ammunition facili-
ties authorized by section 2854 of title 10,
United States Code, and the land necessary
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon
prior to approval of title; and procurement
and installation of equipment, appliances,
and machine tools in public and private
plants; reserve plant and Government and
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and

other expenses necessary for the foregoing
purposes; $537,600,000, to remain available for
obligation until September 30, 2002.

SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY

For expenses necessary for the construc-
tion, acquisition, or conversion of vessels as
authorized by law, including armor and ar-
mament thereof, plant equipment, appli-
ances, and machine tools and installation
thereof in public and private plants; reserve
plant and Government and contractor-owned
equipment layaway; procurement of critical,
long leadtime components and designs for
vessels to be constructed or converted in the
future; and expansion of public and private
plants, including land necessary therefor,
and such lands and interests therein, may be
acquired, and construction prosecuted there-
on prior to approval of title, as follows:

NSSN (AP), $748,497,000;
CVN–77 (AP), $751,540,000;
CVN Refuelings (AP), $323,665,000;
DDG–51 destroyer program, $2,681,653,000;
LPD–17 amphibious transport dock ship,

$1,508,338,000;
ADC(X), $439,966,000;
LCAC landing craft air cushion program,

$31,776,000; and
For craft, outfitting, post delivery, conver-

sions, and first destination transportation,
$171,119,000;
In all: $6,656,554,000, to remain available for
obligation until September 30, 2004: Provided,
That additional obligations may be incurred
after September 30, 2004, for engineering
services, tests, evaluations, and other such
budgeted work that must be performed in
the final stage of ship construction: Provided
further, That none of the funds provided
under this heading for the construction or
conversion of any naval vessel to be con-
structed in shipyards in the United States
shall be expended in foreign facilities for the
construction of major components of such
vessel: Provided further, That none of the
funds provided under this heading shall be
used for the construction of any naval vessel
in foreign shipyards.

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY

For procurement, production, and mod-
ernization of support equipment and mate-
rials not otherwise provided for, Navy ord-
nance (except ordnance for new aircraft, new
ships, and ships authorized for conversion);
the purchase of not to exceed 25 passenger
motor vehicles for replacement only; lease of
passenger motor vehicles; expansion of pub-
lic and private plants, including the land
necessary therefor, and such lands and inter-
ests therein, may be acquired, and construc-
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of
title; and procurement and installation of
equipment, appliances, and machine tools in
public and private plants; reserve plant and
Government and contractor-owned equip-
ment layaway; $4,252,191,000, to remain avail-
able for obligation until September 30, 2002.

PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS

For expenses necessary for the procure-
ment, manufacture, and modification of mis-
siles, armament, military equipment, spare
parts, and accessories therefor; plant equip-
ment, appliances, and machine tools, and in-
stallation thereof in public and private
plants; reserve plant and Government and
contractor-owned equipment layaway; vehi-
cles for the Marine Corps, including the pur-
chase of not to exceed 43 passenger motor ve-
hicles for replacement only; and expansion of
public and private plants, including land
necessary therefor, and such lands and inter-
ests therein, may be acquired, and construc-
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of
title; $1,333,120,000, to remain available for
obligation until September 30, 2002.

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE

For construction, procurement, and modi-
fication of aircraft and equipment, including
armor and armament, specialized ground
handling equipment, and training devices,
spare parts, and accessories therefor; special-
ized equipment; expansion of public and pri-
vate plants, Government-owned equipment
and installation thereof in such plants, erec-
tion of structures, and acquisition of land,
for the foregoing purposes, and such lands
and interests therein, may be acquired, and
construction prosecuted thereon prior to ap-
proval of title; reserve plant and Govern-
ment and contractor-owned equipment lay-
away; and other expenses necessary for the
foregoing purposes including rents and trans-
portation of things; $8,298,313,000, to remain
available for obligation until September 30,
2002.

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE

For construction, procurement, and modi-
fication of missiles, spacecraft, rockets, and
related equipment, including spare parts and
accessories therefor, ground handling equip-
ment, and training devices; expansion of pub-
lic and private plants, Government-owned
equipment and installation thereof in such
plants, erection of structures, and acquisi-
tion of land, for the foregoing purposes, and
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon
prior to approval of title; reserve plant and
Government and contractor-owned equip-
ment layaway; and other expenses necessary
for the foregoing purposes including rents
and transportation of things; $2,329,510,000, to
remain available for obligation until Sep-
tember 30, 2002.

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, AIR FORCE

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of ammunition, and
accessories therefor; specialized equipment
and training devices; expansion of public and
private plants, including ammunition facili-
ties authorized by section 2854 of title 10,
United States Code, and the land necessary
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon
prior to approval of title; and procurement
and installation of equipment, appliances,
and machine tools in public and private
plants; reserve plant and Government and
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and
other expenses necessary for the foregoing
purposes; $481,837,000, to remain available for
obligation until September 30, 2002.

OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE

For procurement and modification of
equipment (including ground guidance and
electronic control equipment, and ground
electronic and communication equipment),
and supplies, materials, and spare parts
therefor, not otherwise provided for; the pur-
chase of not to exceed 53 passenger motor ve-
hicles for replacement only; lease of pas-
senger motor vehicles; and expansion of pub-
lic and private plants, Government-owned
equipment and installation thereof in such
plants, erection of structures, and acquisi-
tion of land, for the foregoing purposes, and
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon,
prior to approval of title; reserve plant and
Government and contractor-owned equip-
ment layaway; $6,964,227,000, to remain avail-
able for obligation until September 30, 2002.

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE-WIDE

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For expenses of activities and agencies of
the Department of Defense (other than the
military departments) necessary for procure-
ment, production, and modification of equip-
ment, supplies, materials, and spare parts
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therefor, not otherwise provided for; the pur-
chase of not to exceed 103 passenger motor
vehicles for replacement only; the purchase
of 7 vehicles required for physical security of
personnel, notwithstanding price limitations
applicable to passenger vehicles but not to
exceed $250,000 per vehicle; expansion of pub-
lic and private plants, equipment, and instal-
lation thereof in such plants, erection of
structures, and acquisition of land for the
foregoing purposes, and such lands and inter-
ests therein, may be acquired, and construc-
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of
title; reserve plant and Government and con-
tractor-owned equipment layaway;
$2,286,368,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 2002: Provided, That
of the funds available under this heading,
not less than $39,491,000, including $6,000,000
derived by transfer from ‘‘Research, Develop-
ment, Test and Evaluation, Defense-Wide’’,
shall be available only to support Electronic
Commerce Resource Centers: Provided fur-
ther, That none of the funds in this or any
other Act shall be used to compensate ad-
ministrative support contractors for the
Joint Electronic Commerce Program Office.

NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVE EQUIPMENT

For procurement of aircraft, missiles,
tracked combat vehicles, ammunition, other
weapons, and other procurement for the re-
serve components of the Armed Forces;
$130,000,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 2002: Provided, That
the Chiefs of the Reserve and National Guard
components shall, not later than 30 days
after the enactment of this Act, individually
submit to the congressional defense commit-
tees the modernization priority assessment
for their respective Reserve or National
Guard component.

DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT PURCHASES

For activities by the Department of De-
fense pursuant to sections 108, 301, 302, and
303 of the Defense Production Act of 1950 (50
U.S.C. App. 2078, 2091, 2092, 2093); $5,000,000
only for microwave power tubes and to re-
main available until expended.

TITLE IV
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND

EVALUATION
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND

EVALUATION, ARMY

For expenses necessary for basic and ap-
plied scientific research, development, test
and evaluation, including maintenance, re-
habilitation, lease, and operation of facili-
ties and equipment; $5,148,093,000, to remain
available for obligation until September 30,
2001.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION, NAVY

For expenses necessary for basic and ap-
plied scientific research, development, test
and evaluation, including maintenance, re-
habilitation, lease, and operation of facili-
ties and equipment; $9,080,580,000, to remain
available for obligation until September 30,
2001: Provided, That funds appropriated in
this paragraph which are available for the V–
22 may be used to meet unique requirements
of the Special Operation Forces: Provided fur-
ther, That of the funds available under this
heading, no more than $5,000,000 shall be
available only to initiate a cost improve-
ment program for the Intercooled
Recuperated Gas Turbine Engine program:
Provided further, That the funds identified in
the immediately preceding proviso shall be
made available only if the Secretary of the
Navy certifies to the congressional defense
committees that binding commitments to fi-
nance the remaining cost of the ICR cost im-
provement program have been secured from
non-federal sources: Provided further, That

should the Secretary of the Navy fail to
make the certification required in the imme-
diately preceding proviso by July 31, 2000,
the Secretary shall make the funds subject
to such certification available for DD–21 ship
propulsion risk reduction: Provided further,
That the Department of Defense shall not
pay more than one-third of the cost of the
Intercooled Recuperated Gas Turbine Engine
cost improvement program.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE

For expenses necessary for basic and ap-
plied scientific research, development, test
and evaluation, including maintenance, re-
habilitation, lease, and operation of facili-
ties and equipment; $13,709,233,000, to remain
available for obligation until September 30,
2001.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION, DEFENSE-WIDE

For expenses of activities and agencies of
the Department of Defense (other than the
military departments), necessary for basic
and applied scientific research, development,
test and evaluation; advanced research
projects as may be designated and deter-
mined by the Secretary of Defense, pursuant
to law; maintenance, rehabilitation, lease,
and operation of facilities and equipment;
$8,930,149,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 2001: Provided, That
not less than $419,768,000 of the funds made
available under this heading shall be made
available only for the Navy Theater Wide
Missile Defense program: Provided further,
That of the amount appropriated in section
102 of division B, title I, of Public Law 105–
277 (112 Stat. 2681–558), the amount of
$230,000,000 not covered as of July 12, 1999, by
an official budget request under the third
proviso of that section is available, subject
to such an official budget request for that
entire amount, only for the following pro-
grams in the specified amounts:

‘‘International Cooperative Programs’’
(ARROW anti-tactical ballistic missile),
$45,000,000;

‘‘Navy Theater Wide Missile Defense Sys-
tem’’, $35,000,000;

‘‘PATRIOT PAC–3 Theater Missile Defense
Acquisition—EMD’’, $75,000,000; and

‘‘National Missile Defense Dem/Val’’,
$75,000,000:
Provided further, That none of the amount of
$230,000,000 described in the preceding proviso
may be made available for obligation unless
the entire amount is released to the Depart-
ment of Defense and made available for obli-
gation for the programs, and in the amounts,
specified in the preceding proviso.

DEVELOPMENTAL TEST AND EVALUATION,
DEFENSE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
of independent activities of the Director,
Test and Evaluation in the direction and su-
pervision of developmental test and evalua-
tion, including performance and joint devel-
opmental testing and evaluation; and admin-
istrative expenses in connection therewith;
$271,957,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 2001.

OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION,
DEFENSE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the independent activities of
the Director, Operational Test and Evalua-
tion in the direction and supervision of oper-
ational test and evaluation, including initial
operational test and evaluation which is con-
ducted prior to, and in support of, production
decisions; joint operational testing and eval-
uation; and administrative expenses in con-
nection therewith; $29,434,000, to remain
available for obligation until September 30,
2001.

Mr. LEWIS of California (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill, through
page 38, line 5, be considered as having
been read, printed in the RECORD, and
open to amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-

ments to that portion of the bill?
AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. BARR OF

GEORGIA

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 4 offered by Mr. BARR of
Georgia:

H.R. 2561
In the paragraph in title IV under the

heading ‘‘Research Development, Test, and
Evaluation, Air Force’’, insert after the dol-
lar amount the following: ‘‘(increased by $1)
(reduced by $1)’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of today, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BARR) and
the gentleman from California (Mr.
LEWIS) each will be recognized for 30
minutes.

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I ask unanimous consent that I be al-
lowed to yield 15 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. LARSON)
and further, that the said gentleman
from Connecticut be allowed to control
15 minutes of time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Georgia?

There was no objection.
Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,

I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, at this time I would
like to engage in a colloquy with the
gentleman from California (Mr. LEWIS),
the chairman of the subcommittee.

Mr. Chairman, I want to discuss with
the chairman of the subcommittee the
importance of the F–22 program and
the actions of his subcommittee in this
year’s defense appropriations bill.

Mr. Chairman, it is my under-
standing the committee has acknowl-
edged that the F–22 was developed to
guarantee air superiority over any po-
tential adversary for the foreseeable
future. In addition, the committee has
also stated that, as currently config-
ured, there is little doubt that the F–
22, if it meets its performance speci-
fications, would far outclass any single
fighter known to be under develop-
ment.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will yield, the
gentleman is correct.

Mr. BARR of Georgia. However, the
committee has decided in this legisla-
tion that a production pause should
take place on the production of the
first 6 planes because of certain con-
cerns outlined in the committee report.
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Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-

man, the gentleman is again correct.
Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,

the gentleman from California and I
and others have had numerous con-
versations concerning the importance
of this program of air superiority of
the United States. It is my under-
standing the chairman of the sub-
committee, as well as members of the
upcoming conference committee, will
closely look at the F–22 program in
light of the fact the other body, that is
the Senate, included full funding for
this project in its appropriations bill.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to say to the gen-
tleman that because of his hard work
and the work of his colleagues, it is not
our intention to go any further at this
time than a pause relative to the F–22
program, and we do intend to look very
closely at the program as we go for-
ward to conference with the Senate.

I would emphasize to the gentleman
from Georgia that the $1.2 billion in re-
search and development for the F–22 re-
mains in the bill, and it is our inten-
tion to see that that R&D will go for-
ward.

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I would like to take a moment to dis-
cuss with the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Defense of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations the C–130J
program. The United States Transpor-
tation Command states a need for 150
C–130J tactical airlift aircraft to mod-
ernize our forces and replace aging C–
130Js currently being deployed by our
active and reserve force and our Guard
units.

However, the administration budget
failed to request any C–130Js until fis-
cal year 2002, and active duty units are
not scheduled to receive any until fis-
cal year 2006. However, over the last
several months, I have worked with my
colleagues of the Georgia Delegation
and other Members of the House to
point out the need to begin to author-
ize and appropriate these planes in this
year’s budget.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, for the benefit of the Members of
the House, I would like my colleagues
to know that the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. BARR) and I have worked very,
very closely on this question. The gen-
tleman took the time to bring profes-
sional people along with him to my of-
fice.

We spent considerable time dis-
cussing the program that involves the
C–130J, particularly the facility that
operates in Marietta, Georgia. That ex-
change caused our subcommittee to
look very closely at that recommenda-
tion, a recommendation that had not
come originally from the Air Force
itself. It is with his leadership that the
C–130J is a part of this package, and I
very much appreciate the Member’s
contribution in that regard.

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the distinguished chairman of
the subcommittee.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. LARSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I rise in support of the amendment. I
am here to address what is a very seri-
ous issue of national security raised by
cutting the F–22 and the virtual elimi-
nation of the number one priority of
the United States Air Force.

Let me first acknowledge and thank
the leadership of the Committee on
Armed Services and the fine job that
the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. SPENCE) and the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. SKELTON) have done. I
commend them for their mark on the
F–22. I am proud to be a member of this
committee.

The issue of cost associated with this
program is one the committee ad-
dressed and requires the Secretary of
the Air Force to report their con-
tinuing efforts to meet mandated
spending caps. I am heartened as well
by the actions of the Senate Com-
mittee on National Security, the Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee, the De-
fense Department, and the Clinton ad-
ministration, all who support the F–22
for the strategic importance, air supe-
riority, and dominance it supplies our
troops who most recently dem-
onstrated their brave actions and won
the war for us in Kosovo.

Let me also acknowledge the great
respect that I have for the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA) and
the gentleman from California (Mr.
LEWIS), the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. DICKS), the gentleman from
California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG), our
chairman of the full committee, and
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY), and other members of the Sub-
committee on Defense who have felt
this program was too costly to con-
tinue because of budgetary constraints
and cost overruns.

I rise this afternoon without malice
and ask these fine appropriators who
are headed to conference to hear the
concerns not only of legislators, but
from the guys in the front lines, the
men and women who put their lives on
the line, the ones who we ask to fly in
harm’s way. Their first concern is the
Nation they protect and the comrades
they fly with. They know little of poli-
tics, of budget caps, and conference
committees. They only know they have
a job to perform.

They are given orders, and they exe-
cute, and in Kosovo, that was over
30,000 sorties without a single life lost.
They are the heroes. They are this Na-
tion’s Jedi warriors. And in gratitude
to their service, we are preparing today
to cut the only program that guaran-
tees their air dominance. While trying
to persuade them that retrofitting the
F–15 is the answer for the future.

I visited several of these pilots at
Langley Air Force base. I told them
how proud I and all of the Members of
Congress were of their effort. They
asked them why we are cutting the F–
22 and stressed their dismay at how
counterproductive it is to try to bolt

on technology to the F–15. To quote
Major Jay Tim, we would get only one-
third the capability of the F–22 at 90
percent of the cost it will take to ret-
rofit the F–15.

Another young warrior said, rather
painfully, how many of us coming
home in coffins will it take for Con-
gress to understand how important tac-
tical superiority and advanced avionics
are to the pilots who carry out these
missions.
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Their classified presentations were
even more vivid, and it seems incom-
prehensible to them and frankly, to
me, that knowing our enemy’s capa-
bility we will place our troops in
harm’s way of enemy-constructed
death zones of the 21st Century with
20th Century technology.

We talked all year long about morale
and retention. Our pilots are the best
trained fighters in the world, and they
would fly anything into battle for their
country, now to come home only to
find cuts in their top priority in Con-
gress, turning congressional commit-
ment into a hollow promise for them.

For them, this is not some frill. This
is not some back bench item. This is
their very future.

Our great leader, the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT), has elo-
quently referred to issues that impact
everyday people as kitchen table
issues. Across kitchen tables of our Air
Force pilots, spouses wonder why, with
our surplus, why given their out-
standing valor, we place their husbands
and wives at risk.

Across the kitchen tables in my own
hometown, for the people who work at
Pratt & Whitney Aircraft, who wonder
why, with the largest defense budget in
recent memory, why they will be laid
off after competing for and winning an
engine contract that the Air Force as-
sured them would be built, why is the
House cutting what the Air Force as-
sured would be their top priority.

In so many ways, Mr. Chairman, this
is a great defense budget, and it has
done much for our troops and it has
done much more the defense of this Na-
tion.

Members are going to bring home
much to their districts, but for me over
the break I will be sitting down across
kitchen tables, on shop floors, in living
rooms, trying to explain to people I
grew up with, my neighbors, that their
fate lies in the hands of a conference
committee. It is my sincere hope that
this end story will be one we can be
proud of, but I cannot, in good con-
science, vote for this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to address a very seri-
ous issue of national security raised by the
cutting of the F–22 and virtual elimination of
the number one priority of the U.S. Air Force.

Let me first acknowledge and thank the
leadership of the Armed Services Committee
and the fine job that Mr. SPENCE and Mr.
SKELTON have done and I commend them for
the mark on the F–22. The issue of cost asso-
ciated with the program is one the committee



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H6269July 22, 1999
addressed and requires the Secretary of the
Air Force to report on their continuing efforts
to meet the mandated spending caps.

I’m heartened as well by the actions of the
Senate Armed Services Committee, the Sen-
ate Appropriation Committee, the Defense De-
partment, and the Clinton Administration, all
who support the F–22 for the strategic impor-
tance, air superiority, and dominance it pro-
vides our troops. Most recently demonstrated
by those brave Air Force warriors who won
the war in Kosovo.

Let me also acknowledge the great respect
I have for JACK MURTHA, JERRY LEWIS, NORM
DICKS, DUKE CUNNINGHAM and others on Ap-
propriations, Subcommittee on Defense who
have felt the program is too costly to continue
given our budgetary constraints and cost over-
runs in the project. I rise without malice, and
ask these fine appropriators who are headed
to conference hear the concerns not only of
legislators, but from the guys in the front lines,
the men and women who put their lives on the
line, the ones we ask to fly in harm’s way.

Their first concern is the nation they protect,
and the comrades they fly with. They know lit-
tle of politics, budget caps, and conference
committees. They only know they have a job
to perform, they are given orders, and they
execute. In Kosovo that was over 30,000 sor-
ties, without a single life lost. They are the he-
roes, they are the nation’s Jedi warriors. In
gratitude for their service, we are preparing
today to cut the only program that guarantees
them air dominance, while trying to persuade
them that retrofitting F–15 is the answer for
the future.

I visited several of these pilots at Langley
Air Force Base, I told them how proud I was
of their effort. They asked me why we are cut-
ting the F–22 and stressed their dismay at
how counter productive it is to try to bolt on
technology to the F–15. To quote Major Jake
Timm, ‘‘We would get only 1⁄3 the capability of
the F–22 at 90% of the cost—it will cost $41
billion to retrofit the F–15 and $40 billion to go
forward with the F–22.’’ Or as another young
warrior said, ‘‘How many of us coming home
in coffins will it take for Congress to under-
stand how important tactical superiority and
advanced avionics are to the pilots who carry
out these missions.’’ Their classified presen-
tations were even more vivid, and it seems in-
comprehensible to them and frankly to me,
that knowing our enemies capability, we would
place troops in harms way of enemy con-
structed death zones of the 21st Century with
20th Century technology. We have talked all
year long about morale and retention, our pi-
lots are the best trained fighters in the world
and would fly anything into battle for their
country, now to come home only to find cuts
in their top priority fighter, turning Congres-
sional commitment into a hollow promise. For
them, this is not some frill or back bench item.
This is their future. Our great leader Dick Gep-
hardt has eloquently referred to issues that im-
pact every day people as kitchen table issues,
across the kitchen tables of our Air Force pi-
lots’ spouses wonder why with our surplus,
why given their outstanding valor, would we
place their husbands and wives at risk. And
across the kitchen tables in my home town,
people who work at Pratt & Whitney wonder
why with the largest defense budget in recent
memory. Why they will be laid off, why the en-
gine they competed for and won, will not be
built. Why the House is cutting what the Air
Force assured them was their top priority.

In so many ways the defense bill has done
much for our troops and for the defense of the
nation and Members will bring home much to
their Districts. But for me over the break, I’ll be
sitting down across kitchen tables, on shop
floors, and living rooms trying to explain to the
people I grew up with, that their fate lies in the
hands of a conference committee. It is my sin-
cere hope that the end story is one we can be
proud of. But I cannot in good conscience vote
for this bill.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Texas (Mr. SAM JOHN-
SON).

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I am appalled at this discus-
sion.

I think so much of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA) and
the gentleman from California (Mr.
LEWIS). I know they are patriots of the
first degree. We are all interested in
the best for this Nation. For 50 years,
every American soldier has gone to war
confident that the United States had
air superiority. Cancelling the F–22,
and that is what this is, means we can-
not guarantee air supremacy in future
conflict, supremacy over the battle-
field, and any new aircraft needs it.
Without the F–22, I do not think the
joint strike fighter will be able to
carry out its primary mission, and the
Air Force backs that, and they say
that it will cost just as much to ret-
rofit that airplane as to buy an aircraft
that is already there.

Our Nation’s joint forces must be free
from attack, free to maneuver, and free
to attack on the battlefield whenever.
That is what this airplane does. It has
already been delayed 9 years. We need
it now, as the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM) pointed out
earlier, and we should have had it now.
There is no alternative to the F–22. The
joint strike fighter was not designed
for air superiority and redesigning it
will dramatically increase the cost.

We have already done away with
some of our electronic warfare defense
in the Air Force. We will have to regen-
erate that.

They are planning to do away with
the F–117 because the F–22 is a stealth
fighter. They are going to have to keep
that around. That is going to cost
more. An upgraded F–15 does not pro-
vide the same dominance that the F–22
program would provide. The Secretary
of Defense vehemently disagrees with
the decision to defund the F–22, and he
stated he cannot accept a defense bill
that kills this cornerstone program.

The cancellation of the F–22 will ad-
versely affect over 151,000 jobs in the
coming years. Billions of dollars in
contracts will be canceled. It affects 42
States.

I flew the F–15 when I was active in
the Air Force. That has been over 25
years ago. Can my colleagues believe
that we are trying to retrofit an F–15
that will be in service for over 33 years
by the time the F–22 achieves initial

operational capability? And if a 33-
year-old aircraft had been used in
Korea, we would have been fighting
migs with Sopwith Camel bi-planes. If
the 33-year-old aircraft had been used
just in the Gulf War, we would have
been fighting third-generation Soviet
fighters with Vietnam era F–4s.

Do we think our active fighters
would have fled from that threat? I do
not think so.

The American people will not tol-
erate parity or an aerial war of attri-
tion. Parity is not acceptable. Our Air
Force must have the capability to
dominate the sky. Let us build this air-
plane. It is a stroke for freedom.

Mr. LARSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. SANCHEZ).

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Chairman, I want
to thank the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. LARSON) for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
continued funding for the U.S. Air
Force’s F–22 advanced tactical pro-
gram. The House passed H.R. 1401, the
fiscal year 2000 defense authorization
bill, on June 10 and fully supported the
F–22 program. In fact, the program was
fully funded by both the defense au-
thorization and appropriation bills
acted on by the Senate.

I believe the F–22 program is critical
to our country’s defense. If the decision
to cut funding is enacted, we lose the
cornerstone of our Nation’s global air
strategy for the next century. Budget
cuts are tough today. We must choose
how we spend our resources and act
prudently. It is an opportunity cost.
We cannot have everything. We must
choose wisely to spend our resources,
but we should not do that unilaterally.

What happened to the people who
deal in committee and try to under-
stand these programs? That decision-
making process has been taken away
from us.

What do we lose when we give up the
F–22 program? Well, let me say the pro-
posed cuts jeopardize our next cen-
tury’s warfighting capability. It places
our forces at higher risk. The F–22 is
the first stealthy fighter attack air-
craft that permits our pilots to destroy
enemy aircraft and ground-based air
defenses at greater stand-off ranges
than the current F–15 fighter. An up-
graded F–15 does not have that tech-
nology. We must have the F–22 for the
next century.

There are at least five foreign fight-
ers already starting to eclipse the F–15
and many of these planes are on the
international market. Let us work to-
gether. Let us look back at this.

The F–22’s attributes of stealth,
supercruise and integrated avionics are
essential for enabling air dominance to
counter advanced SAMs, emerging
threat aircraft, and advanced air-to-air
missiles.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield what time he may con-
sume to the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. SAXTON).



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH6270 July 22, 1999
(Mr. SAXTON asked and was given

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the F–22 program.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise to ex-
press my concern about the potential decision
to eliminate funding for production of the F–22
Raptor.

Our Department of Defense has consistently
expressed a need for the development of the
F–22 for many years. Indeed, Secretary
Cohen has called the F–22 program ‘‘the cor-
nerstone of our nation’s global air power in the
21st century.’’

I agree that the F–22 program has faced
unusual development challenges due to its
many advances in aviation technology. I also
recognize the need for the Armed Services
Committee and this Congress to engage in
continuing and intensive oversight of the pro-
gram.

Yet it is premature to close the production
line and effectively end the F–22 program at
this time. Congress should allow the Air Force
sufficient time and aircraft for the intensive
flight-testing and evaluation needed to assess
the F–22’s value. Only then can the Congress
make an informed decision on the future of
such an important component of our national
security plans.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM).

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
first of all, the authors of this amend-
ment I want to congratulate in the
most professional way, and I think it is
a good debate. Saying the F–15 does not
have the same capability as the F–22,
no one disputes that. That is like say-
ing that when I was flying the F–4
phantom it was as good as the F–14
that we were building, but I would not
want to put so much money in the F–
14 that it kept me from surviving in
the combat that I was flying in today.

The question is, I would not want to
fly the F–22. I think it is going to com-
bat the SU–35 and the SU–37 out, but I
have talked to the F–15 drivers. I have
also flown the F–15 and the F–16 and
the Phantom and some of these assets.
Our F–15 drivers are saying, ‘‘Go
Duke.’’

My colleagues say that these bolt-on
equipment that they are spending, the
Air Force is already investing in the
A9X and the helmet site and the radar
that will keep up with the jammer, but
they are doing it at this level because
the funding is not there.

What I would recommend is that
General Ryan goes to the President
and says, Mr. President, is this really
an emergency? I talked to the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON)
about it. We have all of these unfunded
requirements. Now, these unfunded re-
quirements mean life and death.

I have a program here that is costing
$200 million an airplane; and what I
need is the emergency supplemental,
maybe for Kosovo, to add money; but
at the same time, if there is an air-
plane that costs $200 million here and
only 5 percent of it has been tested and

the cost traditionally has gone to here,
can any of my colleagues justify pay-
ing $250 million or $300 million for one
airplane? I cannot.

I need Lockheed to come down on the
price, and I need the extra funding to
fund these things so that the kids that
are flying today, I agree, I hated politi-
cians when I was flying. I thought they
only got us killed, and I am dead seri-
ous. They do not care about politi-
cians. They want to survive, and that
is what I am trying to do, is make sure
that these F–14, F–15, F–18 drivers that
are going to have to fly in this 10-year
span until the F–22 comes on the line
in full procurement, that they live;
that they have a chance against those
assets.

I have told the people, I have a plant
that may close down in my own dis-
trict if the F–22 does not close. If it
comes between jobs in my district and
the security of this country, I will
choose security 100 percent of the time,
and the lives of these kids.

This is not political for us. It is
something that we believe desperately
in. Yes, this is high stakes poker, and
I think that costs in expensive aircraft
and equipment, we need to hold indus-
try’s toe to the line so that our kids
will be safe and we need the additional
funds that we do not have in the de-
fense budget.

Mr. LARSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. SHOWS).

Mr. SHOWS. Mr. Chairman, our Na-
tion’s top guns are being put into jeop-
ardy. Like great balls of fire, the F–22,
men and women who fly them, have re-
sponded courageously, faithfully, and
successfully in an instant’s notice
around our globe. They have protected
U.S. interests and U.S. citizens, and
they have done so with precision and
accuracy that no other plane or pilot
has ever been capable of doing.

Without the F–22 air power, our air
power is greatly diminished. Any argu-
ments against funding the F–22 just do
not hold water. An F–15 upgraded
would still lack F–22 capabilities and
cost essentially the same, and the joint
strike fighter was not designed for the
missions carried out by the F–22 and
costs dramatically more to redesign.

All of these combat-ready aircraft
complement each other and are needed.
Some want to question the costs and
they want to question the cost of the
F–22 program that senior Air Force of-
ficials say is the best managed program
in the Department of Defense today.
Some want to close the books on a pro-
gram for 15 years of effort and $16 bil-
lion in investment has already been
spent on the F–22. What a waste it
would be to shut down the F–22 pro-
gram.
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Some want to stop the F–22 program

even though a firm fixed price on the
first eight aircraft has been estab-
lished. Contractors cannot change the
price tag, so this means no risk to the
taxpayers.

This program means, and this is close
to my heart, $60 million over the life of
the program in my district. We have
lost 3,000 jobs in my district because of
NAFTA. Now we stand a chance of los-
ing more jobs. I think any way one
breaks it down, it is a good important
program. The F–22 should be funded.

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I am proud to yield 2 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. ISAKSON).

(Mr. ISAKSON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. BARR) for the opportunity to share
in this 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I want to acknowledge
at the outset of my remarks how much
I have appreciated the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. YOUNG), the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA), and
the gentleman from California (Mr.
LEWIS) in the past 10 days. They have
allowed me the opportunity to express
my opinion, and they have done so sin-
cerely and not just as a token and a pat
on the head.

I want to take the remarks of the
gentleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM), and I want to share it
precisely with him for a second. He
said he may lose a plant in his district.
But if he, rather, had the choice be-
tween jobs in his district and the
United States security, he would al-
ways choose security.

Although this plant is not in my dis-
trict, it is in the district of the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BARR), many
of its employees are. The gentleman
from Georgia and I share this thing
close. So it is natural for me as a Con-
gressman of the Sixth District to argue
for jobs in my district. But I am here
to argue for the security of America.

I just give my colleagues a couple of
points. In the 21st Century, tactical
theater attacks like we have had in
Iraq, like we have had in the Balkans,
will be the prototype. Our ability to
knock out radar early, surface-to-air-
missiles early, anti-aircraft early is
what allows the rest of the United
States military to act precisely with-
out the loss of American lives or
ground troops.

The 15, the 14, the 15X will not have
stealthy capability equal to the 22.
They will not have capacity equal to
the F–22. America will be sacrificing if
it turns its back and pauses, if I give
my colleagues the word ‘‘pause,’’ or
kills, which could be in fact the correct
word, the F–22, then we are placing the
security of our country at a higher risk
than it would be if we fully funded the
F–22.

So while I thank the chairman, the
subcommittee chairman, and the rank-
ing member for the courtesy they have
shown me, and I mean that, I hope
that, during the weeks ahead as we go
to conference, they, too, will think of
the security of the United States of
America because we must always put it
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above even a job in our own district. I
rise for precisely that reason today.

Mr. LARSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Ms. DELAURO).

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the Defense Appropria-
tions bill overall, which includes a
number of very vital items, including a
4.8 percent pay raise for military per-
sonnel, additional funds to enhance
troop recruitment and retention, 36
Black Hawks which are the premier
helicopter in the sky today.

The bill also includes over $180 mil-
lion for breast cancer, ovarian cancer,
research, and prostate cancer. Items
that are so critically important to the
future of this Nation.

But let me express my concern today,
as my colleagues have, about the $1.8
billion cut for six F–22s, which are vital
to long-term U.S. national security.
The Secretary of Defense, Bill Cohen,
seven former Secretaries of Defense
have stated that, if we cancel the F–22,
we cannot guarantee air superiority in
future conflicts.

The F–22 was the world’s first stealth
air superiority fighter. Replacing the
F–15 is critical to maintaining our de-
fense superiority in the next century.
Its stealth technology, speed, and abil-
ity to counter advanced surface-to-air
and air-to-air missiles is unsurpassed.

The F–22 engine is easier to fix than
any other fighter’s engine. The engine
allows the aircraft to fly farther and
faster on less fuel.

Our first priority must always be the
long-term safety and the security of
American families. With the F–22, our
Air Force will be able to protect Amer-
ica from the threats to our national se-
curity in the next century.

I urge my colleagues to address this
critical issue in the conference in the
weeks ahead.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Arkansas
(Mr. DICKEY).

Mr. DICKEY. Mr. Chairman, I sup-
port the bill.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased today to stand
in support of the Fiscal Year 2000 Defense
Appropriations bill. The subcommittee and the
full committee worked long and hard to build
the best mix between current readiness needs
and future capability requirements, no small
task in the face of recent force reductions and
increased operational tempo. For that effort I
would like to congratulate Chairman LEWIS, for
his leadership; Mr. MURTHA, for his bipartisan
efforts; and Mr. YOUNG, who as chairman of
the full committee and former chairman of this
subcommittee, provided helpful guidance.

I do not need to add to the long list of anec-
dotes, Mr. Chairman, about our serious readi-
ness shortfall. We have no need to remind
Members of the aircraft that sit idle awaiting
replacement parts, of the combat ships that
head out understaffed, or even of the serious
recruiting shortfalls that foretell of future readi-
ness problems. These examples are all a mat-
ter of public record, even if they are not cur-
rently a matter of public awareness.

So the subcommittee comes to the floor
today with what we think is the best solution

available to solve these problems. The bill re-
ported by the full committee provides a total of
$266.1 billion for the next fiscal year, which
meets both the budget caps and the funding
levels set in the 302(b) allocation. This rep-
resents a $15.5 billion increase over the pre-
vious fiscal year, and a $2.8 billion increase
over the President’s budget request.

Highlights include a pay increase of nearly
five percent for our soldiers, sailors, airmen,
and marines, $225 million for basic housing al-
lowances so that military families can share
part of the American Dream, $163.6 million to
make up for training shortfalls, and $50 million
for domestic defense against weapons of
mass destruction. The subcommittee has also
recommended the procurement of important
readiness items to combat immediate threats
to global security, and the continuation of vital
R&D, an area that the President continues to
under fund.

Now much has been made of our decision
to reallocate the procurement dollars re-
quested for the F–22 raptor to other, more
pressing, readiness needs. For years we have
told the Pentagon that they could not support
all of their needs with the money they re-
quested. For years we told them that procure-
ment, research and development, and readi-
ness will suffer. Despite the minimalist re-
quests, we continued to add billions to the
budget, all the while under constant fire for
‘‘porking up the defense budget.’’

This year, we have continued to increase
the defense bill by $2.8 billion over the Presi-
dent’s request. These increases include pay
raises to get military families off of welfare,
new EA–6B radar jamming aircraft so that
missiles cannot track our pilots, and $500 mil-
lion to clear the backlog of base maintenance
requests. At the same time, we asked Depart-
ment of Defense to get serious about their fis-
cal management and force modernization
plans. I am particularly interested in learning
why the Department will request six planes
that are only five percent flight tested, and no
new KC–130’s to replace units that could fall
out of the sky tomorrow.

With an eye on recent conflicts, we must
consider the course for American Military
Might in the twenty-first century, and whether
that course will steer us toward the vigilante
peace that we so desperately desire. I believe
that a healthy debate will lead us to determine
whether the F–22 is a viable part of our mili-
tary future, or whether we should focus our ef-
forts elsewhere. Paramount to any decision
will be our ability to respond to current and fu-
ture conflicts and decisive and overwhelming
force.

At the turn of the century, on the edge of a
new millennium, we face a complex world and
a muddied global security picture. The cold
war is over, but we find ourselves increasingly
engaged in regional conflicts with global impli-
cations. I urge Members to support his bill as
a responsible preparation to continue our ef-
forts to expand democracy, and as an oppor-
tunity to address current readiness and force
modernization problems.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, it is my pleasure to yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. SKELTON).

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from California
for yielding and giving me this mo-
ment to speak.

Let me first compliment and con-
gratulate this committee and this sub-
committee on this defense bill.

I started out this year in a com-
parable committee, the Committee on
Armed Services, saying that this
should be the year of the troops. To ev-
eryone’s credit on the Committee on
Armed Services and on the Sub-
committee on Defense and the full
Committee on Appropriations, they
have helped make that come true.

The young men and young women of
our military will not only receive pen-
sion reform, but they will receive pay
increases long overdue. On the subject
of this particular issue which is before
us, there is the old saying: The more
emotion, the less reason. Let us look in
the past and take a chapter from the
past and particularly B–2, which by the
way, as the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. DICKS) pointed out so clear-
ly, what a wonderful job it did in the
recent Kosovo conflict. I am so proud
of what they did, the young men and
women assigned in the Whiteman Air
Force base and the B–2 509th Wing.

The B–2 debate was over several
years. It was arduous, hair pulling, and
difficult. But at the end of the day,
there was a decision made by the com-
mittees and backed up by this Congress
on what we needed. This is not a mat-
ter of F–15Es versus the F–22, because
we are comparing apples to oranges.
The F–22 is the air-to-air fighting. The
F–15E is an air-to-ground system. So
let us not look at it that way. Of
course, would I like to have F–15Es? We
would like to have more, of course.

But what I think we should do is,
with as much reason as we can, look at
the dollars that are available, look at
the need that is necessary for our na-
tional interests, and make that deci-
sion along the lines that we did for the
B–2. America will come out well.

Mr. LARSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr.
GEJDENSON), the dean of our delega-
tion.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
join with my colleagues. We are at an
interesting part of this process. As the
review of this system has gone, there is
obviously both national security issues
here and parochial issues, and all of us
are suspect to some of that.

But when we look at the legislative
process here, the Executive Branch
thought it made sense to continue with
this plane. Three of the other commit-
tees with jurisdiction, both the author-
izing committee at the House and the
two committees in the Senate thought
it made sense to go forward with this
plane. Miraculously, the money dis-
appeared from the House Committee on
Appropriations to other worthy causes.

That is what we always have to jug-
gle here. There are lots of worthy
causes we face. The kinds of arguments
against the system are the kinds of ar-
guments we always hear on new sys-
tems: Well, it is not quite as good as it
is going to be, it really does not give us
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that additional benefit. The experts
have said it does give us that addi-
tional benefit.

Frankly, as we read today in the
paper, the same arguments were made
as new generations of planes were
brought forward in the past. The F–14,
the F–15, the F–16, the F–18, in each
case, there was a chorus that said these
planes did not give us the additional
capabilities that we needed.

The one lesson it seems to me that is
clear that we should have learned in
the last several conflicts is air power is
one of the critical ingredients, that
strikes of missiles from planes and
other systems, that those systems that
can deliver our force, without putting
our own servicemen and women in
harm’s way, are of a critical nature.

It seems to me that this process has
kind of jumped the rails that, through
the executive, the two Senate commit-
tees, and the authorizing committee in
the House, this system was deemed to
be worthy. When we got to the appro-
priation process, it suddenly lost all
that merit.

I think we have to go back and take
a harder look at it. I think there is
nothing wrong with trying to get a bet-
ter price out of defense contractors. All
of us have them in our districts. They
do an important part for our country.
Their prime goal is to make sure we
have good systems. But we have to
make sure those systems come to the
taxpayers at reasonable cost.

I hope this process will force us to re-
examine all the costs across the board,
but to make sure that we do not aban-
don this system that, in the general
recognition, has been a system that
would advance our capabilities and
give our servicemen and women a far
better system than they have today.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to express grave con-
cerns about the cut of $1.8 billion in F–22 pro-
duction funding in this bill—a move that many
believe signals the end of the program.

Mr. Chairman, one of the things that makes
the American armed forces so powerful is our
unquestioned supremacy in the skies. Our
military chiefs base their doctrine on our ability
to achieve this.

The F–22 is the Air Force’s number one pri-
ority, because it will ensure air dominance far
out into the future.

Let me quote Richard Hallion, the Air Force
Historian, who has an op-ed in the Wash-
ington Post today:
. . . After Korea we took air supremacy for
granted, and Vietnam showed the sorry re-
sults. Over North Vietnam, American airmen
barely had air superiority . . .

He also notes:
Many of the same arguments made against
the F–22 were made in the 1970s against the
F–14, F–15, F–16 and F–18: They were too ad-
vanced, too complex, too costly, etc. The
wisdom of producing them has since been
proven repeatedly over the Middle East and
the Balkans.

But what of the future, Mr. Chairman? Sur-
face-to-air missile systems, radars, and tac-
tical fighters are still being developed in other
nations around the world. In twenty years, who
knows where they might have proliferated?
The answer—we can’t know.

Sure, today our dominance is unquestioned.
But if we decide not to prepare for the future,
we jeopardize our future.

It’s the Air Force’s job to seize the skies,
Mr. Chairman. It’s also the Air Force’s job to
make sure we can keep seizing them—tomor-
row, in a year, in ten or twenty years.

We have to recall the wisdom we had in the
1970s when we went with the F–15. We need
to ensure that the air dominance we rely on
will still be there for us in the unforeseeable
crises that loom two decades away.

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from Nevada (Mr. GIBBONS).

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to tell my colleagues that this bill does
a lot for our troops around America.
But I just cannot support the elimi-
nation of the F–22.

Readiness, my colleagues, is the key
issue, and it is based upon moderniza-
tion of our forces. The issue is whether
or not we are going to give our young
men and women who are fighting on
the front line the technology to win
that fight.

I remember one time when I was a
young boy, someone came to me when
I was first learning about defense; and
he said, ‘‘Son, you never want to bring
a knife to a gun fight. You lose every
time.’’ This saying came to mind when
I looked at this issue about the F–22
because it is an issue about technology.

In that debate over this technology,
we have heard about U.S. successes in
the Persian Gulf and even in Kosovo
that provided a rationale to ‘‘pause’’
production of the F–22. Upon further
and closer examination, that argument
just does not fly, and let me tell my
colleagues why. Because the Serbian as
well as the Iraqi Air Forces never truly
engaged our pilots in a fight or sus-
tained aerial combat. In any future
combat, it would be foolish of us to
presuppose the bad guys would be
afraid to challenge our forces.

Mr. Chairman, we have heard arguments
that the U.S. successes in the Persian Gulf
War and the Kosovo Conflict provide the ra-
tionale to ‘‘pause’’ the production of the F–22.
However, upon closer inspection, this argu-
ment does not fly, most notably because nei-
ther the Iraqis nor the Serbian Air Forces actu-
ally engaged our fighters in sustained aerial
combat.

There is no doubt in anyone’s mind that our
forces performed brilliantly, however it would
be tactically inept to pre-suppose that future
‘‘bad guys’’ will be afraid to send fighters up
to challenge our air forces, as the Iraqis and
Serbians were.

Further, we should not penalize the U.S. Air
Force for being ‘‘without peer’’ in the world by
not funding the technology to keep them there
in the future. It is incumbent upon Congress to
ensure that when the next adversary we face
decides to fight, and not run away, our pilots
are equipped with the aircraft and the tech-
nology that will allow continued dominance in
the air.

I would like to read an excerpt from a state-
ment written by seven former Secretaries of

Defense, men who were chosen to lead our
nation’s armed forces, and whose commitment
to national security is without question.

These men, William Perry, Caspar Wein-
berger, Frank Carlucci, Donald Rumsfeld,
Richard Cheney, Harold Brown and James
Schlesinger, all comprehend the importance of
preserving American command of the air and
state:

It is not enough to say that something bet-
ter may be available in the future. Some-
thing better is always available in the fu-
ture. Serious threats to American air superi-
ority may arise sooner, and the nation’s se-
curity cannot tolerate a loss of command of
the air. Congress and the Administration
must focus on this fundamental reality, and
fully fund the nation’s only truly stealthy
air superiority fighter.

That fighter is the F–22 Raptor.
Secretary of Defense Cohen stated last

week that, ‘‘The proposed cut jeopardizes our
future warfighting capability and will place our
forces at higher risk.’’ He went on to say that
he could not accept a defense bill that kills
this cornerstone program. A pretty powerful
statement from the man who has been chosen
to lead our armed forces today and into the
millennium.

Let me also point out Mr. Chairman, that
this is not simply an Air Force program. This
fighter provides the basis for all joint
warfighting in the future. Why? No U.S. soldier
has been killed by hostile air power in over
forty years. In order to assure that we provide
our Army, Navy, Marine and Air Force ground
personnel this same level of protection, we
must provide for the future of air dominance
today.

We must be far-sighted in our modernization
efforts and cutting of $1.8 billion from the F–
22 account is myopic, at best.

I’ll close by saying that it’s interesting to
note that the $1.8 billion spent on the F–22
Raptor this year is equivalent to roughly 10
hours’ worth of Federal spending. In my mind,
a bargain to bring air dominance to our na-
tion’s armed forces in the future.

Mr. Chairman, I urge all my colleagues to
support the funding level for the F–22 Raptor
that was passed in the House Defense Au-
thorization Bill and the other Chamber’s De-
fense Authorization and Appropriations Bills.
The time is now.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. PORTER) from
the Committee on Appropriations for
purposes of a colloquy.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from California (Mr.
LEWIS), the distinguished chairman of
the subcommittee for this opportunity
to raise my concerns with section 8128
of the bill.

This provision would accelerate the
auction for certain frequency spec-
trum, and I want to be sure that, in
doing so, Congress sends the signal
that it is not releasing the FCC from
its existing obligations to perform a
proper allocation and licensing process.
If not, important public safety uses
like police and fire services operating
in adjacent bands would be exposed to
serious harm. Further, by ensuring
that the FCC completes a responsible
evaluation of the public interest in al-
locating spectrum for this auction, the
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FCC can help to secure a more success-
ful auction for the American taxpayer.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LEWIS).

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from Illi-
nois for yielding to me. It is correct to
say the FCC does have an obligation
under law to make a public interest de-
termination, prior to auctioning this
spectrum, concerning which tele-
communications services should be eli-
gible to operate on it. The FCC must
structure its service and auction rules
so as to implement the public interest
determination.

It is important to ensure that the
FCC may not, for example, permit any
use of this spectrum that might result
in harmful interference to public safe-
ty systems, especially those used by
States and localities in their important
crime and fire prevention pursuits
which operate on adjacent bands to
what would be auctioned here.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I com-
mend the distinguished gentleman
from California, the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Defense, for bringing
this bill to the floor, and I seek his
commitment to ensure that the resolu-
tion of our shared concerns are clari-
fied in conference.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I am very pleased to work with
the gentleman as we go towards con-
ference. I am delighted to have his co-
operation in this matter.

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentlewoman from Connecticut (Mrs.
JOHNSON).

(Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I have the greatest respect
for the gentleman from California (Mr.
LEWIS), subcommittee chairman, and
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
MURTHA), ranking member.

However, I must rise to express my
grave reservations and concerns about
the decision to cut $1.8 billion in pro-
curement funding the F–22.

b 1615

The Air Force and the Department of
Defense developed the F–22 as a modern
air superiority fighter to seize and hold
air dominance in future conflicts. The
F–22 is the cornerstone of our Nation’s
global air power in the 21st century
and will ensure our technological lead
for the next 30 years, just like the F–15
did 25 years ago.

Pausing or delaying production puts
our forces at higher risk and hurts
thousands of workers whose skills are
critical in fighter sophistication and
safety and reliability. In addition, de-
laying the program just 2 years will
add approximately $8 billion in com-
pletely unnecessary costs to the F–22
program.

No matter how much money this bill
throws at the F–15, the cost of sus-
taining the current F–15 fleet will in-

creasingly compromise Air Force mod-
ernization.

Mr. Chairman, I urge support of the
amendment.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BUYER).

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and first of all I would like to
discuss the appropriations bill from the
standpoint of the authorizers looking
at this bill out of the personnel ac-
counts.

With regard to recruiting and reten-
tion and retirement, I extend great
compliments to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA) and also to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
LEWIS) as the chairman. Without the
military personnel recruiting initia-
tives in the bill, the request for mili-
tary services, I think, would fall way
short.

I would like to extend great com-
pliments on the pay initiatives, not
only the reforming of the pay tables
but the 4.8 percent pay raise will go a
long way. We also have many different
retention bonuses, pro-pays and flight
pays which will be very meaningful not
only in the NCO mid-grade officer level
but throughout the force.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BUYER. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I just
want to compliment the gentleman for
his effort in making sure that the
troops did get their pay raise and the
way it was apportioned. All of us are
indebted, including the military serv-
ices, for the gentleman’s work in that
particular area.

Mr. BUYER. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
for those comments.

What will also be very important on
the retention issue is the retirement
initiatives. Repeal of the REDUX will
go a long way. When I think about this
bill, I just want to say to every soldier,
sailor, airman and marine, ‘‘This bill is
about you.’’

But, Mr. Chairman, I have a question
for the gentleman from California (Mr.
LEWIS). As I reviewed the appropria-
tions, the mark, I noticed that there
were some, well, I do not want to be as
strong as to say inequities, but I can-
not find a better word for it. Out of the
guard and reserve equipment accounts
I compliment both the chairman and
ranking member for almost an $800
million plus-up for their accounts, but
83 percent of that is dedicated right
now for the air guard and the army
guard, with only 17 percent for all
other reserve components.

For instance, Mr. Chairman, the Air
Force National Guard. Forty-three per-
cent of that pot goes to them, while
only 3 percent goes to the Air Force
Reserve. What I would like to do with
the chairman is have an assurance that
he can work with myself and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HUNTER)

to bring equity to the report language
as we move to conference.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BUYER. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, let me say to my colleague that I
not only appreciate his work on the au-
thorizing committee, but also on the
subcommittee he chairs and has these
serious responsibilities of which we
speak.

I want to assure the gentleman that
I intend to work closely with him, as
well as the gentleman from California
(Mr. HUNTER), following our debate
today as we go to conference, as well as
in the years ahead.

Mr. BUYER. I thank the gentleman
for his time, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent to yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. LARSON) so that he might
distribute that time.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the gentleman from Connecticut (Mr.
LARSON) has 5 additional minutes.

There was no objection.
Mr. LARSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3

minutes to the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT), and I want to
thank him personally for the help and
mentorship that he has provided me
throughout the year, and especially on
this issue.

I also want to thank the gentleman
from California (Mr. LEWIS) for his gen-
erosity with the time, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and let me say first of all that I
do not have a dog in this fight. I rep-
resent Shaw Air Force Base and I rep-
resent flyers who fought in the Gulf
and flyers who fought from Aviano,
General Dan Leaf, and they believe in
stealth and they have convinced me it
is the way to go. They also believe in
the mission of air superiority, and I am
here to speak for them.

I am also here to speak as an old cost
analyst. That is where I cut my teeth
in the Pentagon. And what we were
taught as cost analysts is, the first rule
of analysis is forget sunk cost. If we
get to the sunk cost of this program,
and I am told it is about $20 billion, I
do not know as much as I should to be
talking, the numbers change dramati-
cally. Because the relevant comparison
is not the program unit cost, in pro-
curement parlance, the relevant cost
comparison for F–15X purposes is pro-
curement costs.

Program unit cost includes every-
thing, divided by the number of units
we are going to buy. Procurement unit
cost includes just those costs we are
going to procure, spare parts and air-
space ground equipment, prospectively.
The difference in this case is $183 bil-
lion to $187 billion for program unit
cost, but $117 billion then-year dollars
for procurement unit cost. At $117 bil-
lion, this airplane becomes very, very
competitive, just in cost dollars, with
anything the F–15X would look like.
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Secondly, we were taught to look at

life cycle cost. That is critically impor-
tant. What are we worried about right
now? O&M. That is where life cycle
cost gets captured. The life cycle cost
of this system, if it comes in as
planned, is supposed to be significantly
less. About 37 percent less.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM) is smiling. I do not know
whether it will be retained, but at least
that is the program objective, 37 per-
cent less. We are supposed to be able to
get 81⁄2 sorties per airplane before
major maintenance with this airplane,
as opposed to about five with the F–15.
Over time that makes a big difference,
if indeed that objective is realized.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, we need to
look at commonality. One of the things
that is being developed in this program
in conjunction with other programs is
the engine. The gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM) was just
pointing out to us that the engine in
this airplane is the same engine as in
the JSF. If we buy fewer units of this
engine, because we are not buying 400
or 500 of these airplanes, the JSF is
going up significantly, let me tell my
colleagues.

So this is a way of spreading cost,
buying the new engine for the same
airplane, and we should really com-
mend the Air Force and all the services
for trying to get together in one com-
mon airframe and using one common
engine as well.

Finally, there are related costs, asso-
ciated costs. Don Wright, as the Sec-
retary of the Air Force, when he was
trying to sell the B–2, had a favorite
chart. He had all the things that did
not have to fly when the B–2 flew a
mission, all the escorts and the chasers
and the associated aircraft that did not
have to fly when the B–2 flew, because
it made the single-unit cost of the B–2
look like a much better deal. Just keep
that in mind. Air superiority matters
when it keeps the AWACS flying, the
JSTARS flying, because it makes all
the rest of this conventional stuff
work.

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. FOLEY).

(Mr. FOLEY asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the bill we are considering
today but in opposition to the portion
that cuts all funding for procurement
of the F–22 aircraft. If the F–22 is elimi-
nated, it could be decades before we are
able to replace our standard air superi-
ority aircraft, the F–15, with a suitable
replacement.

In future conflicts this could mean
American pilots in combat flying
planes as old as their fathers. I fear the
path we are headed down will lead to
many more American pilots at risk, be-
cause they will be going up against po-
tentially superior enemy aircraft.

I received a letter last week, Mr.
Chairman, from a constituent who

wrote he was attending a World War II
veteran survivors meeting, and he
wrote, ‘‘We will conduct a memorial
service for those who died in the past
year with a roll call, candle lighting
and prayers, and also remember those
who gave their lives and never came
home from the war.’’ He continues,
‘‘We need the F–22 program to keep our
air power the best in the world, both
for our pilots and for our country.’’

Mr. Chairman, let us give our mili-
tary personnel the best equipment pos-
sible. I sincerely hope that this pro-
gram will be fully restored in con-
ference.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. GRANGER).

Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of H.R. 2561, because I
believe it is very important that we
continue to move the appropriations
process forward and because I salute
the hard work of the gentleman from
California (Mr. LEWIS) on this issue.
However, I have some strong reserva-
tions about the legislation before us.

Let me say that I recognize the very
difficult budgetary challenges that the
gentleman from California and the
Subcommittee on Defense faced in as-
sembling this bill. Every Member of
Congress who follows defense closely is
concerned with our defense needs and
knows that they are underfunded, and I
join my colleagues in wanting to see
our Armed Services remain the best in
the world. So knowing that we share
the same goals, I look forward to con-
tinuing to work with the chairman to
improve this legislation as we proceed
to conference.

One element of the bill I hope the
committee will improve in conference
is the decision to pause procurement of
the F–22. But make no mistake, there
is no pause. A pause in this program
will result in the death of this pro-
gram. A pause tells our enemies the
United States has stopped reaching
ahead to the future.

Some have argued that we do not
need the F–22 because there are no
other enemy aircraft that can chal-
lenge the fighter planes we have today.
Others have said the Joint Strike
Fighter is all we need for the future. I
am here to say that both of those argu-
ments are wrong. Many of the Members
here today have attended the Air
Force’s classified briefings where we
have had outlined the current and fu-
ture threats to our air superiority. I
believe the top officers in the Air
Force, men who have given their entire
careers to the safety of this country,
know what they are talking about. I
believe the threats that they have out-
lined are real, and I believe the Air
Force is right to make the F–22 its pri-
ority, and the Congress should too.

Members should also know the Joint
Strike Fighter is not a substitute for
the F–22. The F–22 is designed for abso-
lute air superiority; to engage and de-
stroy enemy aircraft at greater stand-
off distances, to operate at supersonic

speeds without using afterburners, to
be stealth, and to save the lives of our
pilots. Do not be misled, the F–15 is not
stealth. It does not have the same per-
formance range. It is 30 years old. It
does a good job, but it cannot be modi-
fied endlessly into the future. It cannot
be the advanced technology for the 21st
century.

Likewise, do not be misled into be-
lieving that the Joint Strike Fighter is
a substitute for the F–22. They are de-
signed to enhance each other’s capa-
bilities. The Joint Strike Fighter is a
multi-role tactical aircraft, not an air
superiority aircraft. It is meant to fol-
low the F–22 into combat, not lead the
charge. In fact, we need both planes.

And that leads me to my final point,
Mr. Chairman. We cannot just skip the
F–22 and go on to the Joint Strike
Fighter. Killing the F–22 means the
Joint Strike Fighter will also be
killed, or at least seriously injured and
delayed. Too much of the technology
for both planes is being developed si-
multaneously. If the F–22 is dropped,
the Joint Strike Fighter goes too. It is
not possible to separate those con-
tracts.

My colleagues, the defense budget is
simply inadequate. We should not have
to choose between today and tomorrow
for our armed forces. While it is dif-
ficult to balance these needs, it is still
possible. We should not be penny-wise
and pound-foolish when it comes to our
national security. I ask my colleagues
to please help us work with the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LEWIS) and
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YOUNG) to restore the F–22 in con-
ference.

In conclusion, I commend the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LEWIS) for
including some very good measures for
our military personnel, and I thank
him for his commitment to our Armed
Services.

Mr. LARSON. Mr. Chairman, may I
inquire of the time remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Connecticut (Mr. LARSON) has 2
minutes remaining.

Mr. LARSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. WELDON).

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise acknowledging the difficult
task the chairman of the full com-
mittee and subcommittee have, as well
as our ranking members, but I must
rise in support of continued funding for
procurement of the F–22.

Basic knowledge of warfare states
that one must have undisputed air su-
periority before introduction of ground
troops. Achieving air superiority is the
first order of business for any joint
force commander. Opponents of the F–
22 say that the current stable of fighter
aircraft will be able to handle any for-
eign opponent aircraft. This argument
does not address the growing sophis-
tication of the surface-to-air-missiles
that are currently available on the
market today and their cheap avail-
ability.
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The F–22 will stand a much better

chance against such threats than the
F–15 in the future. I support continued
funding of the F–22 and the full pro-
curement. The Secretary of Defense
has come out in support of this posi-
tion and the Air Force has made it
their number one modernization pri-
ority.

b 1630

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS),
the cochair of the Air Force Caucus.

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I
think, like others, I am coming down
here to urge the Committee on Appro-
priations to restore the needed funding
for the F–22 in their upcoming con-
ference.

I think the F–22 advanced fighter air-
craft represents, of course, the next
generation of superior American mili-
tary aircraft; 1974 was the last time we
started with an advanced fighter air-
craft.

There is no alternative to the F–22 in
the Air Force inventory for future
combat operations that can provide or
evolve to provide the capabilities that
are inherent in the F–22, nor is there an
alternative in development.

Richard Hallion writes in today’s
Washington Post, ‘‘Failure to procure
the F–22 would mark the first time
since World War II that the United
States has consciously chosen to send
its soldiers, sailors, and airmen into
harm’s way while knowingly conceding
the lead in modern fighter development
to a variety of foreign nations that
may sell their products on the world’s
arms market.’’

America needs the F–22 and it needs
it now.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to speak in support of
the most fundamental component of America’s
future defense needs in maintaining our air
dominance during military combat—the F–22
Raptor fighter aircraft.

I cannot speak on behalf of the F–22 any
better than Richard Hallion has done in an op-
ed that appears in today’s Washington Post.

Mr. Hallion writes that, ‘‘It takes more than
a decade to develop a fighter, and it is imper-
ative that we make the right choice. The hall-
marks of a dominant fighter are the ability to
evade and minimize detection, transit threat
area quickly and exploit information warfare to
react more quickly than one’s foes. Only one
aircraft contemplated for service today can do
that: the F–22.

The F–22 advanced fighter aircraft rep-
resents the next generation of superior Amer-
ican military aircraft. The F–22 combines
‘‘radar-evading stealth with the ability to cruise
at supersonic speeds and to exploit and dis-
play data from various sources to better inform
the pilot about threats and opportunities.’’

The U.S. Air Force has become victim to
their own military success. The action by the
Defense Appropriations Subcommittee and the
full Appropriations Committee to cut funding
for the procurement of the F–22 comes on the

heels of the Air Force’s dominant performance
against the Yugoslavian military and their air
defense systems.

The Yugoslavian success has been the third
consecutive military campaign since 1990 that
the U.S. military has been able to dominate
the air. Mr. Hallion writes that, ‘‘exploiting
dominant aerospace power is the irreplaceable
keystone of our post-Cold War strategy for
successful quick-response crisis intervention.’’

‘‘Seeking air superiority should never be
what we choose to live with. Rather, air su-
premacy should be the minimum we seek, and
air dominance our desired goal. Control of the
air is fragile and can be lost from a variety of
causes, including poor doctrine and tactics,
deficient training, poor strategy and rules of
engagement. But worst of all, it can be lost
through poor aircraft.’’

As a rest of the world continues to develop
advance military aircraft and continues to de-
velop high-quality surface-to-air and other mis-
siles, America’s ability to continue to dominate
the air in military engagements with the exist-
ing arsenal of aircraft will be greatly dimin-
ished.

There is no alternative to the F–22 in the Air
Force inventory for future combat operations
that can provide or evolve to provide the capa-
bilities inherent in the F–22. Nor is there an al-
ternative in development. The F–22 will clear
the skies of enemy aircraft and destroy enemy
air defenses.

The F–22 will breach enemy defenses,
bomb highly defended strategic targets and
interdict enemy forces. No other aircraft in the
U.S. inventory or in development can meet
that need.

The actions to withhold sufficient funding for
the F–22 by the Appropriations Committee will
in fact increase the cost to the American tax-
payer. The reduction of the FY 2000 funding
for the F–22 has a net impact of terminating
the current production program and increases
total Air Force costs by $8.4 billion or roughly
the current cost of 85 additional F–22 aircraft.

Finally, I would like to close with more
words from Richard Hallion. ‘‘Failure to pro-
cure the F–22 would mark the first time since
the Second World War that the United States
has consciously chosen to send its soldiers,
sailors and airmen into harm’s way while
knowingly conceding the lead in modern fight-
er development to a variety of foreign nations
that may sell their products on the world’s
arms market. America needs the F–22, and
needs it now.

I urge Chairman YOUNG, Chairman LEWIS
and all future conferees to the Defense Appro-
priations bills to accede to the Senate position
on fully funding for FY 2000 for America’s
most significant next generation fighter aircraft
that will preserve America’s national security
and protect our national security interests
around the world. Work to protect the F–22.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I am pleased to yield 1 minute to
the gentleman from Washington (Mr.
METCALF).

(Mr. METCALF asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the chairman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to support
the continuation of the procurement of
the F–22 because it is vital to the con-

tinued air dominance for the United
States.

Mr. Chairman, air superiority has be-
come the essential piece of military ac-
tion, and the F–22 will guarantee our
success into the next century.

This program must remain on sched-
ule to ensure that the U.S. forces re-
sponsible to keep this country’s vital
interests safe have the absolute best
technology available.

The proliferation of advanced sur-
face-to-air weapons, systems as seen in
Kosovo, serve to underscore the need
for the F–22 now. At a time when we
are uniquely aware of the challenges
and demands placed on our military,
we must go forward with this program.

I ask my colleagues to support the F–
22.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I am pleased to yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
CHAMBLISS) my colleague.

(Mr. CHAMBLISS asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Chairman, I
first of all want to thank my friends,
the gentleman from Florida (Chairman
YOUNG), the gentleman from California
(Chairman LEWIS), and the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA), the
ranking member, for the great job that
they have done in a very tough envi-
ronment. We have all had very difficult
budget issues to resolve, and this is yet
another one.

But I also rise to talk about securing
America’s future. Part of the corner-
stone of securing America’s future is to
provide for a strong national defense.
In order for our continued strong na-
tional defense in this country, we have
got to maintain air superiority.

Now, what we are doing by reducing
the funding of $1.8 billion for the F–22
program is to move the F–15 into an
upgrade status. The F–15, make no mis-
take about it, has been a great airplane
for the United States Air Force. But
the threat out there today, as my
friend from California has already al-
luded to, is the SU–27, which is on par-
ity with the F–15.

If you upgrade the F–15, we are look-
ing at the SU–35 that is a Russian-
made airplane coming down the line
that will be superior to the upgraded
F–15. Yet they have another airplane
on the drawing board already. We sim-
ply will not be in parity if we do not
have the F–22.

Sure, cost is a problem. But can cost
measure saving lives of our young men
and women? The F–22 is an absolute ne-
cessity to maintain air superiority.
There are three things that the F–22
has as an asset that no other airplane
has. It has integrated avionics. It has
supercruise capability. And it has
stealth.

The F–15 has none of these. The up-
grade will have none of these. The F–22
has the capability of first-day, first-
shot, first-kill. Against the other air-
planes that are out there today, the F–
15, even with its upgrades and modi-
fications, will not have that capability.
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If we are going to maintain air supe-

riority that has been so valuable and
such an absolute necessity in the Per-
sian Gulf and in Kosovo and other
areas of the Balkans, we have got to
have the F–22.

I urge the chairman to really nego-
tiate hard in conference on this issue.

Mr. LARSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, let me start by saying
how much I appreciate the efforts espe-
cially of the gentleman from California
(Mr. CHAMBLISS) who helped put to-
gether a working group of concerned
Members of Congress who I think have
demonstrated this afternoon on both
sides of this issue concern about na-
tional security and safety.

It is my sincere hope that, as we
move forward with the conference, that
the conferees from the House take into
consideration the concerns that have
been brought forward during this de-
bate.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank
especially the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. MURTHA) for his kindness
and mentoring through this process.

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1 minute to my distinguished
colleague, the gentleman from the
great State of Georgia (Mr. KINGSTON),
a member of the Committee on Appro-
priations.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I also yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. KINGSTON).

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank both gentlemen for yielding me
the time.

Let me say that I am going to sup-
port this bill. The ranking member and
the chairman of the committee have
worked hard on a bill that balances
quality of life, readiness, and mod-
ernization in the face of a budget
shortfall in a long list of very many
needs.

There are three reasons that I am
standing in support of including the F–
22 in the final bill. And that is, number
one, the threat. That has been outlined
fairly well by previous speakers, but
let me just put it this way:

When George Washington was Presi-
dent, the Congress had a bill that said
that our standing military would never
be more than 5,000 troops; and the
President at that time said that would
be great, but let us also pass a bill that
we cannot be invaded by any country
that has more than 3,000 troops.

We do want a fair fight in America.
And our enemies are not cooperating.
While we may pause on the F–22, they
may not pause on their development of
stealth fighters. We know from our
classified briefings, that the threat is
real.

The second reason I support the F–22
is because of the slippage. If we hold
back because of a very complicated
purchasing system that involves over
200 contracts by the producer, it will
cost us an additional $6 billion to get
up and running again. It also will cost
us some soft costs.

For example, with the F–22, the Air
Force does not need the EF–11s. But
without it, they will need them. And
so, we are going to have to start spend-
ing money on that again. The slippage
cost is real, and again it is about $6 bil-
lion.

The third reason I support the F–22 is
because the Joint Strike Fighter, as
the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms.
GRANGER) said very articulately, is a
complement to the F–22. It is not a re-
placement.

I believe there is some other money
out there. We did not spend all our
money that we had appropriated in the
bombing of Kosovo. Maybe we should
look at going back into that supple-
mental bill and bringing some of this
money back to make this happen. I am
not sure.

But I appreciate the gentleman lis-
tening to us, and I appreciate the lead-
ership on the issue and hope we can get
this done in the final version of the
bill.

The House Department of Defense Appro-
priations Bill for FY00 provides an extremely
important allocation of resources in a serious
effort to improve critical shortcomings affecting
the readiness of our armed forces. This bill
meets the budget authority and outlay limits
set in the Committee’s 302(b) allocation, pro-
vides a critical $15.5 billion increase over ap-
propriations in FY99, and provides $2.8 billion
above the President’s request. This legislation
goes a long way to address critical readiness,
recruitment, retention, operational mainte-
nance, and quality of life needs that are so im-
portant for our military. However, I am con-
cerned about one aspect of the legislation’s
strategy, cutting programmed funding for the
initial production of the Air Force’s number
one development priority, the F–22, Raptor.

We expect our military to remain the world’s
best, head and shoulders above any potential
aggressor. We demand that our armed forces
reign supreme in personnel, training, profes-
sionalism, and equipment. We do not want
parity with our enemies, we demand superi-
ority. We do not want to win conflicts by attri-
tion but by overwhelming our foes. A most crit-
ical aspect of our superiority is our ability to
achieve and maintain all superiority in any
conflict. Furthermore, today Americans have
grown to expect to win conflicts with minimal
or even no casualities. The best trained pilots
in the most advanced aircraft are the great en-
abler in any conflict whether to protect our
Navy, or to allow the introduction and free ma-
neuver of our ground forces. Air superiority is
vital. Experience in modern warfare has con-
tinued to reflect the importance of this from
success in World War II to operations during
Desert Storm and Operation Allied Force.

The F–22 aircraft is being produced to re-
place the F–15 fighter and to accomplish its
air superiority mission beginning in 2005. The
F–15 currently represents 1960’s technology
and the aging fleet will average 26 years old
when the F–22 is scheduled to be operational.
Today’s F–15’s have served our country well,
but in the future our pilots will be at risk. Its
capabilities today are at parity with the Rus-
sian SU–27, MIG–29 and by 2005 will be at a
disadvantaged facing the Russian SU–35 or
the French Rafael, and the European Fighter
2000 aircraft that will be available on the world

market. Additionally, the surface to air missile
threat continues to advance world wide. today,
the SA–10 and SA–12 millile availability pose
a threat to the F–15. Proliferation of SA–10
and SA–12 capability has increased from four
countries in 1985 to fourteen in 1995 and an
estimated 22 by 2005. The F–22 will have the
capability to counter the surface to air missile
threat through stealth technology, supercruise
capability that will significantly reduce missile
engagement opportunity, maneuverability and
unequaled pilot awareness.

The F–22 aircraft does bear costs, $19 bil-
lion have been invested to date, but the cost
and advanced technology provide significant
efficiencies and long term savings. The F–22
will reduce by half the number of maintenance
personnel for each aircraft. It is expected to
have 30 percent reduction in direct operations
and sustainment costs per squadron per year
when compared to the F–15. A quicker com-
bat turnaround time will allow higher sorties
rates during a conflict. The F–22 program
costs are under control and are within the
Congressional mandated cost caps for both
development and production. This plane uti-
lizes cutting edge technology to ensure our Air
Force continues to maintain our nation’s supe-
riority in air combat.

Based upon the status of the current F–22
program, a pause in funding the F–22 pro-
curement requested for FY00 would put the
entire program at serious risk. Contract obliga-
tions would be breached if aircraft procure-
ment is not funded. This would result in at
least a three year delay in the program, would
increase costs by $6–8 billion, and exceed the
caps set by Congress. The production delay
could seriously affect numerous suppliers that
could not afford to stop and restart production
causing significant erosion of the program’s in-
dustrial base. Such a pause would seriously
disrupt an intricate supply system established
in all but a few states.

A pause or end of the F–22 program would
have a very negative impact on the future of
an important complementary aircraft, the Joint
Strike Fighter (JSF). The JSF also under de-
velopment is being designed as a multi-role
aircraft for three services to replace the capa-
bilities of the F–16 and A–10 fleet, with field-
ing goals in FY10. It is being developed to
perform as an air-to-ground combat aircraft to
complement the air-to-air combat role of the
F–22. The characteristics of these plans will
differ greatly. If the F–22 program is killed, the
U.S. will have a void in the capabilities re-
quired by the F–22, the action could cause
great changes to JSF, or require development
of a whole new kind of aircraft, all of which
would delay the fielding of the JSF. Addition-
ally, the JSF leverages certain technologies
from the F–22, including avionics and engines
that use the F–22 as a stepping stone for ad-
vancements. Setback of the F–22 program will
degrade progress on the JSF. Ultimately, this
action could place our air supremacy capa-
bility in extreme danger.

Finally, as the F–22 harnesses and employs
superb, advanced technology, the develop-
ment and testing of the aircraft does the
same. Flight testing of two test aircraft has
proceeded well. Avionics testing has been on-
going through three bench labs and one flying
test bed, a 757 aircraft with all avionics includ-
ing a full cockpit from an F–22. Advanced
computer models have also enhanced the
ability to hone the technical aspects of the
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plane. Nine aircraft are funded in the Engi-
neering and Manufacturing Development
(EMD) phase of this program. All nine aircraft
will be delivered by FY01. Production aicraft
that have been requested by the Air Force to
be funded in FY00 will not complete produc-
tion until FY03. This low rate initial production
is necessary to efficiently utilize the open de-
livery line. Testing will be 90% complete and
initial operational testing and evaluation will
complete in mid-year 2003. The program mini-
mizes risks and employs efficiency and re-
sponsible costing to meet delivery milestones.
When compared with previous aircraft produc-
tion such as the F–15 and F–16, the F–22
minimizes, by a large degree, the number of
production aircraft during the EMD phase.

In closing, the House Department of De-
fense Appropriations Bill for FY00 is a good
bill that will provide relief for many aspects of
our services needs. It goes far to take care of
the men and women who serve in America’s
Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps. I
will vote in favor of this legislation, but with ap-
prehension that this bill does an injustice to
the number one Air Force development priority
and a critical Department of Defense program
that has vital implications on how we remain
the undisputed air superiority and air
supermacy power in the world.

This amendment was offered in the
Appropriations Committee by Mr.
KINGSTON, but was withdrawn and not
offered on the floor.
NEW GENERAL PROVISIONS RESTORING F–22

FUNDS AND PROVIDING ADVANCE APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR SEVERAL PROGRAM INCREASES

In the appropriate place in the Committee
Print Bill, insert the following new general
provision:

SEC. XXXX. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision in this Act, the total amounts appro-
priated in this Act for Titles III and IV is
hereby reduced by $1,852,075,000 to reflect the
deletion of the following amounts for the fol-
lowing programs: $208,000,000 for eight KC–135
re-enginings; $440,000,000 for eight F–15E air-
craft; $564,000,000 for KC–130J aircraft;
$250,000,000 for one JSTARS aircraft;
$98,000,000 for five F–16 C/D aircraft;
$63,000,000 for one Operational Support Air-
craft; $100,000,000 for additional AMRAAM
procurement; $50,000,000 for additional JDAM
procurement; $79,075,000 for B–2 upgrades;
Provided, in addition to the amounts pro-
vided elsewhere in this or any other act,
$1,852,075,000 is hereby appropriated to be
available October 1, 2000, until expended, in
the following amounts for the following pro-
grams: $208,000,000 for eight KC–135 re-
enginings; $440,000,000 for eight F–15E air-
craft; $564,000,000 for KC–130J aircraft;
$250,000,000 for one JSTARS aircraft;
$98,000,000 for five F–16 C/D aircraft;
$63,000,000 for one Operational Support Air-
craft; $100,000,000 for additional AMRAAM
procurement; $50,000,000 for additional JDAM
procurement; $79,075,000 for B–2 upgrades:
Provided further, in addition to the amounts
appropriated elsewhere in title II of this Act,
$1,574,981,000 is provided for F–22 procure-
ment and $277,094,000 for F–22 Advance Pro-
curement.

WHY WE NEED THE F–22
THREAT

Need F–22 to counter future and current sur-
face-to-air missile (SA 10/12) threats. The
F–15 cannot operate in this environment
by itself

21 countries expected to possess SA 10/12’s
(advanced SAMS) by 2005

237 of world’s 267 nations have surface to air
missiles

There will be a five fold increase in the num-
ber of countries with radar guided air to
air missiles

As many as 700 MIG–21’s may be upgraded be-
tween 1995 and 2000

F–15 began service in early 1970’s (almost 25
years ago)

When F–22 becomes operational in FY06, the
F–15 will average 26 years old

When JSF becomes operational in FY10, the
F–16 will be 24 years old

30–40 year old F–15’s put our pilots at risk
Today the F–15 is just at parity with the SU–

27 and MIG–29.
By 2005 the F–15 will be disadvantage to the

SU–35 and the export versions of the
Rafale and European Fighter 2000

Air to air missiles are proliferating and be-
coming more capable

IMPACT OF SLIPPING PROGRAM

3 year delay in program, voids contracts, and
kills program

This is not a pause, it kills the production
program

Increase in costs breaks the contract price
and the Congressional costs caps

Increases Air Force costs by $6.5 billion
Set back for Army’s number one priority the

Commanche helicopter since they have
some common systems)

$16 billion already invested to date
Loss of industrial base to support F–22 pro-

gram
Upgrading the F–15 would cost about $26 mil-

lion per plane
F–22

F–22 replaces the F–15 for all weather air su-
periority and deep attack

Increased capabilities: stealth, supercruise,
maneuverability, avionics, weapons pay-
load

First look, first shot, first kill against mul-
tiple targets

Flight tests have gone well
Costs are controlled, costs are within fund-

ing caps set by Congress
The F–22 will reduce by half the number of

maintenance personnel for each aircraft
F–22 will cost $500 million less to operate and

support over 20 years than an F–15 squad-
ron

F–15 afterburner operations are limited to 5–
7 minutes, F–22 can operate at super-
cruise for a significant period of time
without afterburners

20% lower combat turnaround time for the
F–22/higher sortie rate

Lower deployment requirements (14 C–17s to
deploy F–15 vs. 4 C–17s for F–22)

JSF

JSF leverages technologies from the F–22
(avionics, engines)

JSF is a multi-role air to ground fighter to
complement (not replace) the air-to-air
role of F–22

JSF replaces the F–16 and A–10 and meets re-
quirements for other military services

Without the F–22, the requirements for JSF
change and will delay JSF by several
years

for more information contact Congressman
KINGSTON or Congressman CHAMBLISS.

POINT PAPER ON HAC–D MARK TO F–22
PROCUREMENT

BACKGROUND—WHY THE USAF NEEDS THE F–22

The 21st Century Force Structure—The Air
Force’s modernization strategy is built on
the proper mix of ‘‘High’’ capability F–22s
and ‘‘Low’’ cost Joint Strike Fighters (JSF)
to achieve the dominant capability and oper-
ations tempo to support Joint Vision 2010’s
goal of full spectrum dominance.

F–22 is the high-capability force enabler
designed to accomplish the most demanding
missions of air superiority and attack of
high-value, highly defended targets.

A combination of stealth, supercruise, in-
tegrated avionics, and larger internal air-to-
air weapons payload are its primary at-
tributes.

The JSF is the low-cost majority of the
force—balance of affordability and capability
allows procurement of greater numbers to
perform a variety of missions and sustain
the required high tempo of modern warfare.

JSF will rely on the F–22 for air superi-
ority.

JSF will modernize the largest part of our
fleet providing an affordable replacement for
the F–16 and A–10.

JSF is dependent upon F–22 technologies
and will complement the F–22 in the future
as the F–16 complements the F–15 today.

The Need for the F–22—Joint Vision 2010
requires the Air Force to achieve Air Domi-
nance—the ability to completely control ad-
versary’s vertical battlespace.

The current air superiority fighter, the F–
15, is at parity today with the SU–27 and
MIG–29; by IOC for F–22 in 2005, the F–15 will
be at a disadvantage with the fielding of the
SU–35 and export versions of the Rafale and
Typhoon, and the proliferation of advanced
air-to-air missiles such as the AA–11, AA–X–
12, and MICA.

The development and proliferation of ad-
vanced surface-to-air missiles (SAMs) such
as the SA–10 and SA–12 result in a sanctuary
for the enemy because the F–15 will be un-
able to operate in this environment without
a protracted, asset intensive, defense sup-
pression campaign.

F–22’s attributes of stealth, supercruise,
and integrated avionics will allow it to oper-
ate in the presence of the total threat—
emerging threat aircraft, advanced SAMs,
and advanced air-to-air missiles.

Provides American forces the freedom
from attack, freedom to maneuver and free-
dom to attack.

the Time is Now—The current Air Force
fighter modernization program is an afford-
able and effective solution demanded by the
increasing age of our current fighter force
structure.

By F–22 ICO in 2005, the average age of the
F–15 will be 26 years old.

By JSF IOC in 2010, the average age of the
F–16 will be 24 years old.

F–22 is an essential investment to achieve
air dominance—the key enabler for 21st Cen-
tury Combat Operations.
DISCUSSION—IMPACT OF THE HAC–D REDUCTION

ON THE CURRENT F–22 PROGRAM

The proposed reduction of the F–22 FY00
funding has a net impact of terminating the
current production program and increases
total Air Force costs by $6.5 Billion (does not
include costs for Service Life Extension of
F–15 to accommodate 2 year slip to F–22 Ini-
tial Operational Capability).

Termination of the current production pro-
gram—The current F–22 production strategy
to procure all 339 aircraft within the Con-
gressional Cost cap of $39.8B Key elements of
this strategy are: fixed price options for the
PRTV and Lot 1; target price curve (TPC) for
Lots 2–5; and multi-year contracts for lots 5–
12.

Impact: Termination of the Lot 1 buy voids
the fixed price agreement for the PRTV/Lot
1 buy and contractually requires termination
of the PRTV aircraft buy. This in turn
breaks the TPC and results in a production
cost increase over the Congressional cost
caps. A new production strategy initiated in
FY02 with an 8 aircraft buy (requires Ad-
vance Buy in FY01) and a new production
profile (8, 10, 16, 24, 36) results in a produc-
tion cost increase of $5.3B, which breaks the
Congressionally mandated production cost
cap of $39.8B.

Extension of the EMD program by 15
months—The cancellation of the PRTV air-
craft drives the requirement to retrofit the
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EMD aircraft to a production configuration
for dedicated initial operational test and
evaluation, which would have been accom-
plished by the PRTVs.

An additional $500M is required for EMD to
fund for Out-of-Production parts associated
with these aircraft due to the lack of an ac-
tive production program.

Impact: With the EMD stretchout and
above considerations the total cost impact
to the EMD program is $1.2B, which breaks
Congressionally mandated EMD cost cap of
$18.8B.

Delay to Initial Operating Capability
(IOC)—F–22 IOC is currently scheduled for
December 2005, the change to the production
profile would delay IOC (stand up of the first
F–22 squadron) to Dec 2007.

Delay in IOC would force the Air Force to
execute an F–15 Service Life Extension Pro-
gram (SLEP) on one Fighter Wing (72 air-
craft).

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I am pleased to yield 1 minute to
my colleague, the gentleman from
Utah (Mr. HANSEN).

(Mr. HANSEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I think
the question today is, what kind of Air
Force do we want? If it is not the Air
Force today, it is an Air Force 10, 20,
30, 40 years from now. That is what we
are looking at.

Our choice in this thing is tomor-
row’s Air Force needs to be stealthy,
needs to be survivable, supportable,
deployable, and lethal; and the future
of that rests with the F–22.

It is kind of hard, and I think there
is nothing we can do but to hurt reten-
tion and morale by giving these kids a
plane that is old. When they are flying
90-year-old bombers and 80-year-old
tankers and 30-year-old fighters, that
is the worst thing we can do for reten-
tion and morale of people.

We kind of have to laugh in a way,
Mr. Chairman, because it was just a lit-
tle while ago we were fighting this ar-
gument with the B–2 bomber. Do my
colleagues remember that one? It can-
not fly. The technology is wrong. It
cannot fly in the rain. It will not do it.

And then this last thing in Kosovo,
what happened? It did it all. And then
the same people who vetoed the bill,
the same people who opposed it are
now standing there with air crews with
the B–2 behind them. Politicians are
rushing to have their pictures taken
with the B–2 that could not fly and
could not work and made the same ar-
guments.

I think it is reasonable to go with the
F–22. That is the future of the Air
Force. Let us support that.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Mississippi (Mr. TAYLOR) my col-
league, for purposes of a colloquy.

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, I wish to engage in a col-
loquy with the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. MURTHA).

Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman well
knows, the armed services have re-
cently conducted a survey for the pur-
pose of identifying which ships should

be used as a centerpiece of the 12 Ma-
rine amphibious assault groups.

A study was done comparing building
an additional LHD as opposed to tak-
ing an LHD–8 and schlepping it. The
study came back very much in favor of
taking an LHD and putting turbines in
the next version of it as opposed to
schlepping it.

I notice there were no funds in this
bill for that, although the Senate has
funded this program.

My question to my colleague and I
seek his assurance that, at the end of
the day, when this bill comes back
from conference committee, will there
be funds for LHD–8 in the bill.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. I yield
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I can
assure the gentleman that all of us in
the subcommittee discussed this at
great length. We know the importance
to our national security. We know the
importance to the Marine Corps. We
will make every effort to bring back an
LHD–8.

I know the gentleman has been push-
ing this for a long time. And the same
here as the F–22, it is a matter of
money. We hope we can work it out,
and we expect to have more money
down the road.

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

(Mr. BARR of Georgia asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. Chairman, that is one beautiful
aircraft. But do not be deceived. That
is one mean SOB when it comes to air
superiority.

That, my colleagues, is the only way
the United States of America can
maintain what has always been an es-
sential pillar of our national security
for so long as American men and
women have been flying, and that is
the F–22.

But do not take my word for it. Take
the Washington Post’s word for it. We
heard earlier, as referenced by the gen-
tleman from Florida, do not take my
word for it. Take the word of seven,
count them, seven former Secretaries
of Defense: Bill Perry, Cap Weinberger,
Frank Carlucci, Don Rumsfeld, Dick
Cheney, Harold Brown, and James
Schlesinger.

All of these men, who have served
their country under administrations on
both sides of the aisle, have told us and
told us very clearly, America must
have the F–22 if it is to maintain air
superiority.

Over 200 years ago, a gentleman uni-
versally recognized as one of the great
military generals of all time, George
Washington, said, ‘‘To be prepared for
war is one of the most effectual means
of preserving peace.’’

Do not just take his word for it. Go
back 2,000 years before that to Mr. Sun
Tzu who said, ‘‘Victorious warriors win
first and then go to war. It is defeated

warriors who go to war first and then
seek to win.’’

The way we prepare for war is to win
war first and then go to war. The way
we do that is what we did in the Gulf
War, what we did in Kosovo; and that is
to use air superiority.

Before our men and women went to
war in the air in Desert Storm or in
Kosovo, they had already won. They
had already won because the F–15 and
the F–18 were superior to anything that
the enemy had.

That will prevail today. It will pre-
vail tomorrow. But 5 years from now,
it will not prevail. There are fighters
being developed by a consortium of
three countries that can defeat the F–
15. The only way we can demand and
contain air superiority in the future is
to fund the F–22. We need to do that.

I appreciate the gentleman from
California hearing these arguments
out. I appreciate the support of Mem-
bers on both sides of the aisle to fund
the F–22.

b 1645

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume, not by way of responding to
the comments of the gentleman from
Georgia or to others who have taken a
position today in support of the F–22,
but rather to make certain that all of
our colleagues understand exactly how
we got to this point preceding this de-
bate.

Earlier on in the year when I sud-
denly found myself with this chairman-
ship, my friend, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA) said to me,
‘‘Jerry, you’re going to shortly realize
there’s only so much money to go
around, and it’s our job to make the
tough choices.’’ In that connection as
we looked over the whole array of re-
quirements and needs of our national
defense, it became very clear, in com-
petition with other programs that are
a Federal responsibility, that indeed
this is a very challenging responsi-
bility.

Among those items that came before
me in the early days of homework re-
garding this bill was the fact that we
were on a line that would take us to
three production lines of tactical fight-
er needs for the future. That involved
the development further of the F–18E/
F, the F–22, and the Joint Strike
Fighter in the near future. It is the F–
22 which we have discussed rather ex-
tensively today. If we follow through
on the development of all three of
those lines, we will eventually commit
somewhere near $340 billion of expendi-
ture. If we can, after reexamination,
reduce that by just one aircraft line,
we will save as much as $60 billion and
at the end we will still have the finest
tactical fighter force in the entire
world. That is our entire objective.

I can assure my colleagues that we
are going to do everything necessary to
ensure that no nation will be able to
threaten us in terms of tactical air in
the future.
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Having said that, Mr. Chairman, this

has been a very difficult process. I
want my colleagues to know how much
I appreciate their serious cooperation
regarding this amendment. Between
now and the time that we go to con-
ference with the Senate, we will be
carefully evaluating that request for $3
billion for the tactical fighters in the
future. Presently the bill provides for
$1.2 billion for research and develop-
ment. This funding will give us all the
flexibility we need to have adequate
discussions with the Senate. Between
now and then, we are expecting serious
responses from the Air Force and oth-
ers as to how we can develop these pro-
grams and make sense out of our con-
flicting budgetary problems.

And so with that, Mr. Chairman, I
yield back the balance of my time,
with the exception of yielding a minute
to the gentleman from Georgia for pur-
poses of a motion to withdraw.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Chairman,
air power is critical for how we fight wars and
respond to international incidents. Americans
place an immeasurable value on life, and in
war. Mr. Speaker, air dominance saves lives.
Sweeping the skies clean of enemy air craft is
essential for protecting our most vulnerable
troops on the ground, and the pilots who fly
follow-on strike missions. Air dominance can-
not be guaranteed with aircraft on par with the
enemy—it can only be achieved with superior
capabilities. Mr. Speaker, the F–22 is the
American guarantor of air supremacy.

In scenarios where the United States need
to respond to a rogue nation or terrorist group
with a punitive strike, advanced fighters can
deliver the message with precision. This is an
important factor in lowering collateral damage
and limiting the number of allied lives put at
risk. As in Kosovo and the Gulf War, I believe
air power will continue to be the primary play-
er in how the United States responds to con-
flict.

Mr. Chairman, we cannot cut funding for F–
22 procurement. Tactical fighters take 15
years to research, develop, and mature. If we
want to maintain our air dominance in the fu-
ture, say in the year 2010, we need to develop
and test these air dominance fighters today.
Currently, no other tactical air program com-
bines the breakthrough technologies of inte-
grated avionics, supercruise, thrust vectoring
engines, and stealth into one aircraft. With the
world-wide proliferation of SAMs, our pilots
must take advantage of the F–22’s super-
cruise, speed and stealth to complete their
mission and return home safely. By investing
in leap-ahead technologies, we can save the
lives of our future war fighters; we cannot in-
vest in yesteryear technology.

The F–22 is our top fighter program, no
near term or long term substitute exists. Mr.
Chairman, I urge my colleagues to support full
funding of the F–22 program.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I rise today
to express my support for the F–22—the key
to maintaining air dominance in the 21st Cen-
tury.

The F–22 is the first new U.S. air superiority
fighter to be built in more than thirty years,
and it is scheduled to join the Air Force inven-
tory at a crucial time. Despite the ongoing up-
grade of existing U.S. fighter aircraft, our tac-
tical aircraft are facing increasingly sophisti-

cated foreign fighters and more lethal air de-
fense missiles.

The F–22 is crucial to maintaining air supe-
riority. History has shown us that air domi-
nance is crucial to controlling the battlefield; it
allows our forces and other aircraft to operate
against our enemies with impunity. Proven
success in attaining air superiority is the rea-
son that no American soldier has died from
enemy air attack in over forty years.

We must continue development and acquisi-
tion of the F–22. Pausing this process is equal
to cancellation of the program. Development
of the aircraft system is on-track, and modern
technology means that we can have a high-
level of confidence in flight-tests, computer
simulation, and other testing.

I urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting funding for the F–22. It is important to
our defense industry but most importantly it is
crucial to the men and women who defend our
nation.

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, if al-
lowed to stand, the decision to cut $1.8 billion
in funding for the production of six F–22s
would be a grave mistake. This cut in the F–
22 program will adversely impact the security
of this nation.

Defense experts agree the F–22 performs a
vital role in maintaining air superiority in future
conflicts. As witnessed in the recent strikes in
Kosovo and the Persian Gulf, air superiority
provides an essential element in the protection
of our nation and our interests abroad. Without
the complete development of stealth tech-
nology and advanced avionics features, we
put our soldiers at risk.

The F–22 is America’s next generation air
superiority fighter, and has been developed to
counter any future threats posed by foreign
advanced surface-to-air missiles (SAMs). As
we witnessed over the skies of Iraq, SAMs
and other advanced fire-controlled radars pose
a real threat to U.S. combat air fighters. The
only real defense against those systems is the
F–22 program, which has the ability to operate
against multiple targets and use advanced avi-
onics. As foreign countries continue to develop
and purchase increasingly advanced air de-
fense systems, our nation must continue ad-
vancement of our own fighters to preserve fu-
ture air superiority.

The goal of the F–22 program is to maintain
the dominance of aerodynamic stealth per-
formance and will enable the Department of
Defense to continue its air superiority. Cre-
ating a ‘‘pause’’ in the program may in all like-
lihood, kill future production of this magnificent
plan. Once the production is stopped, con-
tracts will be broken as will the congressional
cost caps. Since the early 1980s, Congress
has continued to appropriate the necessary
funding for the research and development of
this plane, which has resulted in the invest-
ment of $19 billion in taxpayer funds and 13
years of development. As the F–22 program
continues to exceed every technical and pro-
grammatic challenge, the U.S. Air Force con-
tinued to give its strong, explicit support for
the projects continuation.

From the start, the F–22 has been designed
for minimal maintenance and will provide a re-
liable aircraft which is far superior than any
other aircraft today. Compared to the F–15,
which requires an average of 23 maintenance
personnel, the F–22 will require a mere 15
personnel, which represents a substantial cost
savings when calculated over the 20-to-30

year life of an aircraft. Through the use of ad-
vanced technology, several benefits will be
gained by developing a cost efficient design
strategy, creating substantial savings and im-
proving operational flexibility throughout the
life of this program.

Limiting this nation’s defense in the 21st
century to only one new fighter—the smaller,
sub-sonic tactical Joint Strike Fighter, or
JSF—would put us in serious risk and force us
to waste vital defense monies updating current
aircraft (F–15 and F–18) that will be outdated
and outperformed by foreign produced aircraft
as soon as they are upgraded. While some
suggest we rely on the future development of
the Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) program, the
JSF production is expected to begin around
2005 and operational service to begin around
2010. In March 1999, the Congressional
Budget Office estimated the total acquisition
cost of these JSF aircraft over a 27-year pe-
riod at some $223 billion. The estimates of the
JSF’s ultimate price may cost more than the
F–22 when the program finally reaches it pro-
grammatic maturity. The alternative JSF has
been developed as a joint-service fighter/at-
tack plane to complement—not replace the F–
22. The JSF was never envisaged to take the
place of the F–22 and it cannot be modified to
do so.

As other foreign countries begin to develop
and acquire combat aircraft equal to our cur-
rent fighters, the F–22 program is the best
hope—the only hope—to beat the encroach-
ment of advanced foreign arsenals. Countries
such as Russia are developing advanced
fighters for their foreign customers such as
Syria, China and India. The F–15 began serv-
ice over 25 years ago, and when the F–22 be-
comes operational in FY06, the F–15 will aver-
age 26 years of service. The F–15’s flight
characteristics are well known, making it even
more susceptible to the next generation of for-
eign missiles and fighters.

The history of warfare is clear—whoever
owns the sky and space above it will own the
future. The F–22 is the only opportunity our
nation has to ensure America’s military con-
tinues to control the sky for this century and
the 21st century. There is no other tactical
combat aircraft in service today that has simi-
lar capacity to successfully operate amid our
growing future foreign threats.

I urge the House to re-consider supporting
such a defense initiative which will adversely
affect future conflict capability and would put
our nation’s air superiority in jeopardy. We
must continue to guarantee air superiority
through the continued support and funding of
the F–22 program. There is no other American
aircraft that can offer the insurance and pro-
tection our soldiers and their families des-
perately need.

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I ask unanimous consent to withdraw
amendment No. 4.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House, the amendment is
withdrawn.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LEWIS OF
CALIFORNIA

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. LEWIS of Cali-

fornia:
On page 8, line 20, after the word ‘‘facili-

ties’’, add the following proviso:
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‘‘: Provided, That of the funds made avail-

able under this heading, $7,000,000 shall only
be available to the Secretary of the Army,
acting through the Chief of Engineers, only
for demolition and removal of facilities,
buildings, and structures used at MOTBY (a
Military Traffic Management Command fa-
cility)’’.

On page 9, line 7, after the word ‘‘Fund’’
add the following proviso:

‘‘: Provided, That of the funds available
under this heading, $300,000 shall be available
only for site design and planning, and mate-
rials and equipment acquisition for the Mari-
time Fire Training Center at MERTS’’.

On page 10, line 6, delete ‘‘$11,401,733,000’’
and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$11,402,733,000’’.

On page 11, line 25, after ‘‘tractors’’ at the
end of line 25, add the following proviso:

‘‘: Provided further, That of the amounts
provided under this heading, $6,300,000 is
available only for the Department of Defense
STARBASE program’’.

On page 32, line 7, delete ‘‘$6,964,227,000‘‘
and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$6,958,227,000’’.

On page 32, line 8, after ‘‘2002’’ insert the
following new proviso:

‘‘: Provided, That of the amounts provided
under this heading, $82,363,000 shall be avail-
able only for procurement of the 60K A/C
Loader program: Provided further, That of the
amounts provided under this heading,
$179,339,000 is available only for the Base In-
formation Infrastructure program’’.

On page 36, line 10, delete ‘‘$8,930,149,000’’
and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$8,935,149,000’’.

On page 37, line 12, after the word ‘‘pro-
viso’’, insert the following proviso:

‘‘: Provided further, That of the amounts
provided under this heading, $5,000,000 is only
for a technology insertion program, to be
carried out by a federally funded research
and development center and other units it
affiliates with, to demonstrate the cost sav-
ings and efficiency benefits of applying com-
mercially available software and informa-
tion technology to the manufacturing lines
of small defense firms’’.

On page 83, line 23, section 8071, insert after
‘‘a State’’ the following:

‘‘(as defined in section 381(d) of title 10,
United States Code).’’

At the end of the bill, insert after the last
section (preceding the short title) the fol-
lowing new section.

‘‘SEC. . None of the funds provided in this
Act may be used to transfer to any non-
governmental entity ammunition held by
the Department of Defense that has a center-
fire cartridge and a United States military
nomenclature designation of ‘‘armor pene-
trator’’, ‘‘armor piercing (AP)’’, ‘‘armor
piercing incendiary (API)’’, or ‘‘armor-pierc-
ing incendiary-tracer (API–T)’’.’’

Mr. LEWIS of California (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the amendment be
considered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-

man, I offer a manager’s amendment
on behalf of myself and the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA). As I
mentioned, this has been cleared on
both sides, and I thank the gentleman
from Pennsylvania for his cooperation.

Mr. MURTHA. We have no objection
to the amendment.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move the amendment be adopt-
ed.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LEWIS).

The amendment was agreed to.
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-

man, I ask unanimous consent that the
remainder of the bill, through page 138,
line 23, be considered as read, printed
in the RECORD, and open to amendment
at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.
The text of the remainder of the bill

is as follows:
TITLE V

REVOLVING AND MANAGEMENT FUNDS
DEFENSE WORKING CAPITAL FUNDS

For the Defense Working Capital Funds;
$90,344,000: Provided, That during fiscal year
2000, funds in the Defense Working Capital
Funds may be used for the purchase of not to
exceed 295 passenger motor vehicles for re-
placement only for the Defense Security
Service.

NATIONAL DEFENSE SEALIFT FUND

For National Defense Sealift Fund pro-
grams, projects, and activities, and for ex-
penses of the National Defense Reserve
Fleet, as established by section 11 of the
Merchant Ship Sales Act of 1946 (50 U.S.C.
App. 1744); $729,700,000, to remain available
until expended: Provided, That none of the
funds provided in this paragraph shall be
used to award a new contract that provides
for the acquisition of any of the following
major components unless such components
are manufactured in the United States: aux-
iliary equipment, including pumps, for all
shipboard services; propulsion system com-
ponents (that is; engines, reduction gears,
and propellers); shipboard cranes; and
spreaders for shipboard cranes: Provided fur-
ther, That the exercise of an option in a con-
tract awarded through the obligation of pre-
viously appropriated funds shall not be con-
sidered to be the award of a new contract:
Provided further, That the Secretary of the
military department responsible for such
procurement may waive the restrictions in
the first proviso on a case-by-case basis by
certifying in writing to the Committees on
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate that adequate domestic
supplies are not available to meet Depart-
ment of Defense requirements on a timely
basis and that such an acquisition must be
made in order to acquire capability for na-
tional security purposes.

TITLE VI
OTHER DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

PROGRAMS
DEFENSE HEALTH PROGRAM

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
for medical and health care programs of the
Department of Defense, as authorized by law;
$11,078,417,000, of which $10,471,447,000 shall be
for Operation and maintenance, of which not
to exceed 2 per centum shall remain avail-
able until September 30, 2001; of which
$356,970,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 2002, shall be for
Procurement; and of which $250,000,000, to re-
main available for obligation until Sep-
tember 30, 2000, shall be for Research, devel-
opment, test and evaluation: Provided, That
of the amounts made available under this
heading for Research, development, test and
evaluation, $175,000,000 shall be made avail-
able only for the Army peer-reviewed breast
cancer research program and $75,000,000 shall
be made available only for the Army peer-re-
viewed prostate cancer research program.

CHEMICAL AGENTS AND MUNITIONS
DESTRUCTION, ARMY

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the destruction of the United
States stockpile of lethal chemical agents
and munitions in accordance with the provi-
sions of section 1412 of the Department of
Defense Authorization Act, 1986 (50 U.S.C.
1521), and for the destruction of other chem-
ical warfare materials that are not in the
chemical weapon stockpile; $781,000,000, of
which $492,000,000 shall be for Operation and
maintenance, $116,000,000 shall be for Pro-
curement to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and $173,000,000 shall be for
Research, development, test and evaluation
to remain available until September 30, 2001:
Provided, That notwithstanding 10 U.S.C.
2215, of the funds appropriated under this
heading, $75,303,000 shall be transferred to
the Federal Emergency Management Agency
‘‘Defense Chemical Stockpile Emergency
Preparedness Program’’ account by October
31, 1999, to provide off-post emergency re-
sponse and preparedness assistance to the
communities surrounding the eight conti-
nental United States chemical agent storage
and disposal sites; of which $32,209,000 shall
be derived from Operation and maintenance,
and $43,094,000 shall be derived from Procure-
ment.

DRUG INTERDICTION AND COUNTER-DRUG
ACTIVITIES, DEFENSE

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For drug interdiction and counter-drug ac-
tivities of the Department of Defense, for
transfer to appropriations available to the
Department of Defense for military per-
sonnel of the reserve components serving
under the provisions of title 10 and title 32,
United States Code; for Operation and main-
tenance; for Procurement; and for Research,
development, test and evaluation;
$883,700,000: Provided, That of the funds ap-
propriated under this heading, $42,800,000 is
hereby transferred to appropriations avail-
able for ‘‘Military Construction, Air Force’’
for fiscal year 2000, and the transferred funds
shall be available for construction at forward
operating locations in the area of responsi-
bility of the United States Southern Com-
mand: Provided further, That the funds appro-
priated under this heading shall be available
for obligation for the same time period and
for the same purpose as the appropriation to
which transferred: Provided further, That the
transfer authority provided under this head-
ing is in addition to any transfer authority
contained elsewhere in this Act.

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

For expenses and activities of the Office of
the Inspector General in carrying out the
provisions of the Inspector General Act of
1978, as amended; $140,844,000, of which
$138,744,000 shall be for Operation and main-
tenance, of which not to exceed $700,000 is
available for emergencies and extraordinary
expenses to be expended on the approval or
authority of the Inspector General, and pay-
ments may be made on the Inspector Gen-
eral’s certificate of necessity for confidential
military purposes; and of which $2,100,000 to
remain available until September 30, 2002,
shall be for Procurement.

TITLE VII
RELATED AGENCIES

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY RETIREMENT
AND DISABILITY SYSTEM FUND

For payment to the Central Intelligence
Agency Retirement and Disability System
Fund, to maintain proper funding level for
continuing the operation of the Central In-
telligence Agency Retirement and Disability
System; $209,100,000.
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INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY MANAGEMENT

ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Intelligence
Community Management Account;
$144,415,000, of which $34,923,000 for the Ad-
vanced Research and Development Com-
mittee shall remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2001: Provided, That of the funds
appropriated under this heading, $27,000,000
shall be transferred to the Department of
Justice for the National Drug Intelligence
Center to support the Department of De-
fense’s counter-drug intelligence responsibil-
ities, and of the said amount, $1,500,000 for
Procurement shall remain available until
September 30, 2002, and $1,000,000 for Re-
search, development, test and evaluation
shall remain available until September 30,
2001.
PAYMENT TO KAHO’OLAWE ISLAND CONVEY-

ANCE, REMEDIATION, AND ENVIRONMENTAL
RESTORATION FUND

For payment to Kaho’olawe Island Convey-
ance, Remediation, and Environmental Res-
toration Fund, as authorized by law;
$15,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.
NATIONAL SECURITY EDUCATION TRUST FUND

For the purposes of title VIII of Public
Law 102–183, $8,000,000, to be derived from the
National Security Education Trust Fund, to
remain available until expended.

TITLE VIII
GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEC. 8001. No part of any appropriation
contained in this Act shall be used for pub-
licity or propaganda purposes not authorized
by the Congress.

SEC. 8002. During the current fiscal year,
provisions of law prohibiting the payment of
compensation to, or employment of, any per-
son not a citizen of the United States shall
not apply to personnel of the Department of
Defense: Provided, That salary increases
granted to direct and indirect hire foreign
national employees of the Department of De-
fense funded by this Act shall not be at a
rate in excess of the percentage increase au-
thorized by law for civilian employees of the
Department of Defense whose pay is com-
puted under the provisions of section 5332 of
title 5, United States Code, or at a rate in ex-
cess of the percentage increase provided by
the appropriate host nation to its own em-
ployees, whichever is higher: Provided fur-
ther, That this section shall not apply to De-
partment of Defense foreign service national
employees serving at United States diplo-
matic missions whose pay is set by the De-
partment of State under the Foreign Service
Act of 1980: Provided further, That the limita-
tions of this provision shall not apply to for-
eign national employees of the Department
of Defense in the Republic of Turkey.

SEC. 8003. No part of any appropriation
contained in this Act shall remain available
for obligation beyond the current fiscal year,
unless expressly so provided herein.

SEC. 8004. No more than 20 per centum of
the appropriations in this Act which are lim-
ited for obligation during the current fiscal
year shall be obligated during the last 2
months of the fiscal year: Provided, That this
section shall not apply to obligations for
support of active duty training of reserve
components or summer camp training of the
Reserve Officers’ Training Corps.

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8005. Upon determination by the Sec-
retary of Defense that such action is nec-
essary in the national interest, he may, with
the approval of the Office of Management
and Budget, transfer not to exceed
$2,000,000,000 of working capital funds of the

Department of Defense or funds made avail-
able in this Act to the Department of De-
fense for military functions (except military
construction) between such appropriations
or funds or any subdivision thereof, to be
merged with and to be available for the same
purposes, and for the same time period, as
the appropriation or fund to which trans-
ferred: Provided, That such authority to
transfer may not be used unless for higher
priority items, based on unforeseen military
requirements, than those for which origi-
nally appropriated and in no case where the
item for which funds are requested has been
denied by Congress: Provided further, That
the Secretary of Defense shall notify the
Congress promptly of all transfers made pur-
suant to this authority or any other author-
ity in this Act: Provided further, That no part
of the funds in this Act shall be available to
prepare or present a request to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations for reprogramming of
funds, unless for higher priority items, based
on unforeseen military requirements, than
those for which originally appropriated and
in no case where the item for which re-
programming is requested has been denied by
the Congress: Provided further, That the De-
partment of the Army, Department of the
Air Force, Defense-Wide Agencies, and the
Office of the Secretary of Defense may not
reprogram funds within any appropriation in
title III or IV of this or prior annual Depart-
ment of Defense Acts under the authority of
the Department of Defense Financial Man-
agement Regulation without prior written
approval from the Appropriations Commit-
tees of Congress.

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8006. During the current fiscal year,
cash balances in working capital funds of the
Department of Defense established pursuant
to section 2208 of title 10, United States
Code, may be maintained in only such
amounts as are necessary at any time for
cash disbursements to be made from such
funds: Provided, That transfers may be made
between such funds: Provided further, That
transfers may be made between working cap-
ital funds and the ‘‘Foreign Currency Fluc-
tuations, Defense’’ appropriation and the
‘‘Operation and Maintenance’’ appropriation
accounts in such amounts as may be deter-
mined by the Secretary of Defense, with the
approval of the Office of Management and
Budget, except that such transfers may not
be made unless the Secretary of Defense has
notified the Congress of the proposed trans-
fer. Except in amounts equal to the amounts
appropriated to working capital funds in this
Act, no obligations may be made against a
working capital fund to procure or increase
the value of war reserve material inventory,
unless the Secretary of Defense has notified
the Congress prior to any such obligation.

SEC. 8007. Funds appropriated by this Act
may not be used to initiate a special access
program without prior notification 30 cal-
endar days in session in advance to the con-
gressional defense committees.

SEC. 8008. None of the funds provided in
this or any other Act hereafter shall be
available to initiate: (1) a multiyear con-
tract that employs economic order quantity
procurement in excess of $20,000,000 in any
one year of the contract or that includes an
unfunded contingent liability in excess of
$20,000,000; or (2) a contract for advance pro-
curement leading to a multiyear contract
that employs economic order quantity pro-
curement in excess of $20,000,000 in any one
year; or (3) a contract for any systems or
component thereof if the value of the
multiyear contract would exceed $100,000,000:
Provided, That the limitations in the pre-
ceding provisos of this section do not apply
to multiyear contracts awarded prior to the

date of enactment of this Act or to
multiyear contracts for which authority is
specifically provided in subsequent defense
authorization acts and appropriation acts:
Provided further, That no funds in this or any
other Act may be used to initiate, expand, or
extend a multiyear contract unless the Sec-
retary of Defense has specifically notified
the congressional defense committees in
writing thirty days in advance of contract
award that such a contract is in the national
interest: Provided further, That no multiyear
contract may be terminated without ten day
prior notification to the congressional de-
fense committees: Provided further, That the
execution of multiyear authority shall re-
quire the use of a present value analysis to
determine lowest cost compared to an an-
nual procurement.

SEC. 8009. Within the funds appropriated
for the operation and maintenance of the
Armed Forces, funds are hereby appropriated
pursuant to section 401 of title 10, United
States Code, for humanitarian and civic as-
sistance costs under chapter 20 of title 10,
United States Code. Such funds may also be
obligated for humanitarian and civic assist-
ance costs incidental to authorized oper-
ations and pursuant to authority granted in
section 401 of chapter 20 of title 10, United
States Code, and these obligations shall be
reported to Congress on September 30 of each
year: Provided, That funds available for oper-
ation and maintenance shall be available for
providing humanitarian and similar assist-
ance by using Civic Action Teams in the
Trust Territories of the Pacific Islands and
freely associated states of Micronesia, pursu-
ant to the Compact of Free Association as
authorized by Public Law 99–239: Provided
further, That upon a determination by the
Secretary of the Army that such action is
beneficial for graduate medical education
programs conducted at Army medical facili-
ties located in Hawaii, the Secretary of the
Army may authorize the provision of med-
ical services at such facilities and transpor-
tation to such facilities, on a nonreimburs-
able basis, for civilian patients from Amer-
ican Samoa, the Commonwealth of the
Northern Mariana Islands, the Marshall Is-
lands, the Federated States of Micronesia,
Palau, and Guam.

SEC. 8010. (a) During fiscal year 2000, the ci-
vilian personnel of the Department of De-
fense may not be managed on the basis of
any end-strength, and the management of
such personnel during that fiscal year shall
not be subject to any constraint or limita-
tion (known as an end-strength) on the num-
ber of such personnel who may be employed
on the last day of such fiscal year.

(b) The fiscal year 2001 budget request for
the Department of Defense as well as all jus-
tification material and other documentation
supporting the fiscal year 2001 Department of
Defense budget request shall be prepared and
submitted to the Congress as if subsections
(a) and (b) of this provision were effective
with regard to fiscal year 2001.

(c) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to apply to military (civilian) techni-
cians.

SEC. 8011. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, none of the funds made avail-
able by this Act shall be used by the Depart-
ment of Defense to exceed, outside the 50
United States, its territories, and the Dis-
trict of Columbia, 125,000 civilian workyears:
Provided, That workyears shall be applied as
defined in the Federal Personnel Manual:
Provided further, That workyears expended in
dependent student hiring programs for dis-
advantaged youths shall not be included in
this workyear limitation.

SEC. 8012. None of the funds made available
by this Act shall be used in any way, directly
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or indirectly, to influence congressional ac-
tion on any legislation or appropriation mat-
ters pending before the Congress.

SEC. 8013. (a) None of the funds appro-
priated by this Act shall be used to make
contributions to the Department of Defense
Education Benefits Fund pursuant to section
2006(g) of title 10, United States Code, rep-
resenting the normal cost for future benefits
under section 3015(c) of title 38, United
States Code, for any member of the armed
services who, on or after the date of the en-
actment of this Act, enlists in the armed
services for a period of active duty of less
than three years, nor shall any amounts rep-
resenting the normal cost of such future ben-
efits be transferred from the Fund by the
Secretary of the Treasury to the Secretary
of Veterans Affairs pursuant to section
2006(d) of title 10, United States Code; nor
shall the Secretary of Veterans Affairs pay
such benefits to any such member: Provided,
That these limitations shall not apply to
members in combat arms skills or to mem-
bers who enlist in the armed services on or
after July 1, 1989, under a program continued
or established by the Secretary of Defense in
fiscal year 1991 to test the cost-effective use
of special recruiting incentives involving not
more than nineteen noncombat arms skills
approved in advance by the Secretary of De-
fense: Provided further, That this subsection
applies only to active components of the
Army.

(b) None of the funds appropriated by this
Act shall be available for the basic pay and
allowances of any member of the Army par-
ticipating as a full-time student and receiv-
ing benefits paid by the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs from the Department of De-
fense Education Benefits Fund when time
spent as a full-time student is credited to-
ward completion of a service commitment:
Provided, That this subsection shall not
apply to those members who have reenlisted
with this option prior to October 1, 1987: Pro-
vided further, That this subsection applies
only to active components of the Army.

SEC. 8014. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act shall be available to convert to
contractor performance an activity or func-
tion of the Department of Defense that, on
or after the date of the enactment of this
Act, is performed by more than ten Depart-
ment of Defense civilian employees until a
most efficient and cost-effective organiza-
tion analysis is completed on such activity
or function and certification of the analysis
is made to the Committees on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives and
the Senate: Provided, That this section and
subsections (a), (b), and (c) of 10 U.S.C. 2461
shall not apply to a commercial or industrial
type function of the Department of Defense
that: (1) is included on the procurement list
established pursuant to section 2 of the Act
of June 25, 1938 (41 U.S.C. 47), popularly re-
ferred to as the Javits-Wagner-O’Day Act; (2)
is planned to be converted to performance by
a qualified nonprofit agency for the blind or
by a qualified nonprofit agency for other se-
verely handicapped individuals in accordance
with that Act; or (3) is planned to be con-
verted to performance by a qualified firm
under 51 per centum Native American owner-
ship.

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8015. Funds appropriated in title III of
this Act for the Department of Defense Pilot
Mentor-Protege Program may be transferred
to any other appropriation contained in this
Act solely for the purpose of implementing a
Mentor-Protege Program developmental as-
sistance agreement pursuant to section 831
of the National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 1991 (Public Law 101–510; 10
U.S.C. 2301 note), as amended, under the au-

thority of this provision or any other trans-
fer authority contained in this Act.

SEC. 8016. None of the funds in this Act
may be available for the purchase by the De-
partment of Defense (and its departments
and agencies) of welded shipboard anchor and
mooring chain 4 inches in diameter and
under unless the anchor and mooring chain
are manufactured in the United States from
components which are substantially manu-
factured in the United States: Provided, That
for the purpose of this section manufactured
will include cutting, heat treating, quality
control, testing of chain and welding (includ-
ing the forging and shot blasting process):
Provided further, That for the purpose of this
section substantially all of the components
of anchor and mooring chain shall be consid-
ered to be produced or manufactured in the
United States if the aggregate cost of the
components produced or manufactured in the
United States exceeds the aggregate cost of
the components produced or manufactured
outside the United States: Provided further,
That when adequate domestic supplies are
not available to meet Department of Defense
requirements on a timely basis, the Sec-
retary of the service responsible for the pro-
curement may waive this restriction on a
case-by-case basis by certifying in writing to
the Committees on Appropriations that such
an acquisition must be made in order to ac-
quire capability for national security pur-
poses.

SEC. 8017. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act available for the Civilian Health
and Medical Program of the Uniformed Serv-
ices (CHAMPUS) shall be available for the
reimbursement of any health care provider
for inpatient mental health service for care
received when a patient is referred to a pro-
vider of inpatient mental health care or resi-
dential treatment care by a medical or
health care professional having an economic
interest in the facility to which the patient
is referred: Provided, That this limitation
does not apply in the case of inpatient men-
tal health services provided under the pro-
gram for the handicapped under subsection
(d) of section 1079 of title 10, United States
Code, provided as partial hospital care, or
provided pursuant to a waiver authorized by
the Secretary of Defense because of medical
or psychological circumstances of the pa-
tient that are confirmed by a health profes-
sional who is not a Federal employee after a
review, pursuant to rules prescribed by the
Secretary, which takes into account the ap-
propriate level of care for the patient, the in-
tensity of services required by the patient,
and the availability of that care.

SEC. 8018. Funds available in this Act may
be used to provide transportation for the
next-of-kin of individuals who have been
prisoners of war or missing in action from
the Vietnam era to an annual meeting in the
United States, under such regulations as the
Secretary of Defense may prescribe.

SEC. 8019. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, during the current fiscal year,
the Secretary of Defense may, by executive
agreement, establish with host nation gov-
ernments in NATO member states a separate
account into which such residual value
amounts negotiated in the return of United
States military installations in NATO mem-
ber states may be deposited, in the currency
of the host nation, in lieu of direct monetary
transfers to the United States Treasury: Pro-
vided, That such credits may be utilized only
for the construction of facilities to support
United States military forces in that host
nation, or such real property maintenance
and base operating costs that are currently
executed through monetary transfers to such
host nations: Provided further, That the De-
partment of Defense’s budget submission for
fiscal year 2001 shall identify such sums an-

ticipated in residual value settlements, and
identify such construction, real property
maintenance or base operating costs that
shall be funded by the host nation through
such credits: Provided further, That all mili-
tary construction projects to be executed
from such accounts must be previously ap-
proved in a prior Act of Congress: Provided
further, That each such executive agreement
with a NATO member host nation shall be
reported to the congressional defense com-
mittees, the Committee on International Re-
lations of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the
Senate 30 days prior to the conclusion and
endorsement of any such agreement estab-
lished under this provision.

SEC. 8020. None of the funds available to
the Department of Defense may be used to
demilitarize or dispose of M–1 Carbines, M–1
Garand rifles, M–14 rifles, .22 caliber rifles,
.30 caliber rifles, or M–1911 pistols.

SEC. 8021. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, none of the funds appropriated
by this Act shall be available to pay more
than 50 per centum of an amount paid to any
person under section 308 of title 37, United
States Code, in a lump sum.

SEC. 8022. No more than $500,000 of the
funds appropriated or made available in this
Act shall be used during a single fiscal year
for any single relocation of an organization,
unit, activity or function of the Department
of Defense into or within the National Cap-
ital Region: Provided, That the Secretary of
Defense may waive this restriction on a case-
by-case basis by certifying in writing to the
congressional defense committees that such
a relocation is required in the best interest
of the Government.

SEC. 8023. A member of a reserve compo-
nent whose unit or whose residence is lo-
cated in a State which is not contiguous
with another State is authorized to travel in
a space required status on aircraft of the
Armed Forces between home and place of in-
active duty training, or place of duty in lieu
of unit training assembly, when there is no
road or railroad transportation (or combina-
tion of road and railroad transportation be-
tween those locations): Provided, That a
member traveling in that status on a mili-
tary aircraft pursuant to the authority pro-
vided in this section is not authorized to re-
ceive travel, transportation, or per diem al-
lowances in connection with that travel.

SEC. 8024. (a) In addition to the funds pro-
vided elsewhere in this Act, $8,000,000 is ap-
propriated only for incentive payments au-
thorized by section 504 of the Indian Financ-
ing Act of 1974 (25 U.S.C. 1544): Provided, That
contractors participating in the test pro-
gram established by section 854 of Public
Law 101–189 (15 U.S.C. 637 note) shall be eligi-
ble for the program established by section
504 of the Indian Financing Act of 1974 (25
U.S.C. 1544).

SEC. 8025. During the current fiscal year,
funds appropriated or otherwise available for
any Federal agency, the Congress, the judi-
cial branch, or the District of Columbia may
be used for the pay, allowances, and benefits
of an employee as defined by section 2105 of
title 5, United States Code, or an individual
employed by the government of the District
of Columbia, permanent or temporary indefi-
nite, who—

(1) is a member of a Reserve component of
the Armed Forces, as described in section
10101 of title 10, United States Code, or the
National Guard, as described in section 101 of
title 32, United States Code;

(2) performs, for the purpose of providing
military aid to enforce the law or providing
assistance to civil authorities in the protec-
tion or saving of life or property or preven-
tion of injury—
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(A) Federal service under sections 331, 332,

333, or 12406 of title 10, or other provision of
law, as applicable; or

(B) full-time military service for his or her
State, the District of Columbia, the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico, or a territory of
the United States; and

(3) requests and is granted—
(A) leave under the authority of this sec-

tion; or
(B) annual leave, which may be granted

without regard to the provisions of sections
5519 and 6323(b) of title 5, if such employee is
otherwise entitled to such annual leave:
Provided, That any employee who requests
leave under subsection (3)(A) for service de-
scribed in subsection (2) of this section is en-
titled to such leave, subject to the provisions
of this section and of the last sentence of
section 6323(b) of title 5, and such leave shall
be considered leave under section 6323(b) of
title 5, United States Code.

SEC. 8026. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act shall be available to perform any
cost study pursuant to the provisions of OMB
Circular A–76 if the study being performed
exceeds a period of 24 months after initiation
of such study with respect to a single func-
tion activity or 48 months after initiation of
such study for a multi-function activity.

SEC. 8027. Funds appropriated by this Act
for the American Forces Information Service
shall not be used for any national or inter-
national political or psychological activities.

SEC. 8028. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law or regulation, the Secretary of
Defense may adjust wage rates for civilian
employees hired for certain health care occu-
pations as authorized for the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs by section 7455 of title 38,
United States Code.

Sec. 8029. None of the funds appropriated or
made available in this Act shall be used to
reduce or disestablish the operation of the
53rd Weather Reconnaissance Squadron of
the Air Force Reserve, if such action would
reduce the WC–130 Weather Reconnaissance
mission below the levels funded in this Act.

SEC. 8030. (a) Of the funds for the procure-
ment of supplies or services appropriated by
this Act, qualified nonprofit agencies for the
blind or other severely handicapped shall be
afforded the maximum practicable oppor-
tunity to participate as subcontractors and
suppliers in the performance of contracts let
by the Department of Defense.

(b) During the current fiscal year, a busi-
ness concern which has negotiated with a
military service or defense agency a subcon-
tracting plan for the participation by small
business concerns pursuant to section 8(d) of
the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 637(d))
shall be given credit toward meeting that
subcontracting goal for any purchases made
from qualified nonprofit agencies for the
blind or other severely handicapped.

(c) For the purpose of this section, the
phrase ‘‘qualified nonprofit agency for the
blind or other severely handicapped’’ means
a nonprofit agency for the blind or other se-
verely handicapped that has been approved
by the Committee for the Purchase from the
Blind and Other Severely Handicapped under
the Javits-Wagner-O’Day Act (41 U.S.C. 46–
48).

SEC. 8031. During the current fiscal year,
net receipts pursuant to collections from
third party payers pursuant to section 1095 of
title 10, United States Code, shall be made
available to the local facility of the uni-
formed services responsible for the collec-
tions and shall be over and above the facili-
ty’s direct budget amount.

SEC. 8032. During the current fiscal year,
the Department of Defense is authorized to
incur obligations of not to exceed $350,000,000
for purposes specified in section 2350j(c) of
title 10, United States Code, in anticipation

of receipt of contributions, only from the
Government of Kuwait, under that section:
Provided, That upon receipt, such contribu-
tions from the Government of Kuwait shall
be credited to the appropriations or fund
which incurred such obligations.

SEC. 8033. Of the funds made available in
this Act, not less than $26,588,000 shall be
available for the Civil Air Patrol Corpora-
tion, of which $22,888,000 shall be available
for Civil Air Patrol Corporation operation
and maintenance to support readiness activi-
ties which includes $1,418,000 for the Civil Air
Patrol counterdrug program: Provided, That
funds identified for ‘‘Civil Air Patrol’’ under
this section are intended for and shall be for
the exclusive use of the Civil Air Patrol Cor-
poration and not for the Air Force or any
unit thereof.

SEC. 8034. (a) None of the funds appro-
priated in this Act are available to establish
a new Department of Defense (department)
federally funded research and development
center (FFRDC), either as a new entity, or as
a separate entity administrated by an orga-
nization managing another FFRDC, or as a
nonprofit membership corporation con-
sisting of a consortium of other FFRDCs and
other non-profit entities.

(b) LIMITATION ON COMPENSATION—FEDER-
ALLY FUNDED RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
CENTER (FFRDC).—No member of a Board of
Directors, Trustees, Overseers, Advisory
Group, Special Issues Panel, Visiting Com-
mittee, or any similar entity of a defense
FFRDC, and no paid consultant to any de-
fense FFRDC, except when acting in a tech-
nical advisory capacity, may be compensated
for his or her services as a member of such
entity, or as a paid consultant by more than
one FFRDC in a fiscal year: Provided, That a
member of any such entity referred to pre-
viously in this subsection shall be allowed
travel expenses and per diem as authorized
under the Federal Joint Travel Regulations,
when engaged in the performance of mem-
bership duties.

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, none of the funds available to the de-
partment from any source during fiscal year
2000 may be used by a defense FFRDC,
through a fee or other payment mechanism,
for construction of new buildings, for pay-
ment of cost sharing for projects funded by
government grants, for absorption of con-
tract overruns, or for certain charitable con-
tributions, not to include employee partici-
pation in community service and/or develop-
ment.

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, of the funds available to the department
during fiscal year 2000, not more than 6,206
staff years of technical effort (staff years)
may be funded for defense FFRDCs: Provided,
That of the specific amount referred to pre-
viously in this subsection, not more than
1,105 staff years may be funded for the de-
fense studies and analysis FFRDCs.

(e) Within 60 days after the enactment of
this Act, the Secretary of Defense shall sub-
mit to the congressional defense committees
a report presenting the specific amounts of
staff years of technical effort to be allocated
by the department for each defense FFRDC
during fiscal year 2000: Provided, That, after
the submission of the report required by this
subsection, the department may not reallo-
cate more than 5 per centum of an FFRDC’s
staff years among other defense FFRDCs
until 30 days after a detailed justification for
any such reallocation is submitted to the
congressional defense committees.

(f ) The Secretary of Defense shall, with the
submission of the department’s fiscal year
2001 budget request, submit a report pre-
senting the specific amounts of staff years of
technical effort to be allocated for each de-
fense FFRDC during that fiscal year.

(g) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, none of the reductions for advisory and
assistance services contained in this Act
shall be applied to defense FFRDCs.

SEC. 8035. None of the funds appropriated
or made available in this Act shall be used to
procure carbon, alloy or armor steel plate for
use in any Government-owned facility or
property under the control of the Depart-
ment of Defense which were not melted and
rolled in the United States or Canada: Pro-
vided, That these procurement restrictions
shall apply to any and all Federal Supply
Class 9515, American Society of Testing and
Materials (ASTM) or American Iron and
Steel Institute (AISI) specifications of car-
bon, alloy or armor steel plate: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary of the military de-
partment responsible for the procurement
may waive this restriction on a case-by-case
basis by certifying in writing to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate that adequate
domestic supplies are not available to meet
Department of Defense requirements on a
timely basis and that such an acquisition
must be made in order to acquire capability
for national security purposes: Provided fur-
ther, That these restrictions shall not apply
to contracts which are in being as of the date
of the enactment of this Act.

SEC. 8036. For the purposes of this Act, the
term ‘‘congressional defense committees’’
means the Armed Services Committee of the
House of Representatives, the Armed Serv-
ices Committee of the Senate, the Sub-
committee on Defense of the Committee on
Appropriations of the Senate, and the Sub-
committee on Defense of the Committee on
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives.

SEC. 8037. During the current fiscal year,
the Department of Defense may acquire the
modification, depot maintenance and repair
of aircraft, vehicles and vessels as well as the
production of components and other Defense-
related articles, through competition be-
tween Department of Defense depot mainte-
nance activities and private firms: Provided,
That the Senior Acquisition Executive of the
military department or defense agency con-
cerned, with power of delegation, shall cer-
tify that successful bids include comparable
estimates of all direct and indirect costs for
both public and private bids: Provided further,
That Office of Management and Budget Cir-
cular A–76 shall not apply to competitions
conducted under this section.

SEC. 8038. (a)(1) If the Secretary of Defense,
after consultation with the United States
Trade Representative, determines that a for-
eign country which is party to an agreement
described in paragraph (2) has violated the
terms of the agreement by discriminating
against certain types of products produced in
the United States that are covered by the
agreement, the Secretary of Defense shall re-
scind the Secretary’s blanket waiver of the
Buy American Act with respect to such
types of products produced in that foreign
country.

(2) An agreement referred to in paragraph
(1) is any reciprocal defense procurement
memorandum of understanding, between the
United States and a foreign country pursu-
ant to which the Secretary of Defense has
prospectively waived the Buy American Act
for certain products in that country.

(b) The Secretary of Defense shall submit
to Congress a report on the amount of De-
partment of Defense purchases from foreign
entities in fiscal year 2000. Such report shall
separately indicate the dollar value of items
for which the Buy American Act was waived
pursuant to any agreement described in sub-
section (a)(2), the Trade Agreement Act of
1979 (19 U.S.C. 2501 et seq.), or any inter-
national agreement to which the United
States is a party.
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(c) For purposes of this section, the term

‘‘Buy American Act’’ means title III of the
Act entitled ‘‘An Act making appropriations
for the Treasury and Post Office Depart-
ments for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1934, and for other purposes’’, approved
March 3, 1933 (41 U.S.C. 10a et seq.).

SEC. 8039. Appropriations contained in this
Act that remain available at the end of the
current fiscal year as a result of energy cost
savings realized by the Department of De-
fense shall remain available for obligation
for the next fiscal year to the extent, and for
the purposes, provided in section 2865 of title
10, United States Code.

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8040. Amounts deposited during the
current fiscal year to the special account es-
tablished under 40 U.S.C. 485(h)(2) and to the
special account established under 10 U.S.C.
2667(d)(1) are appropriated and shall be avail-
able until transferred by the Secretary of
Defense to current applicable appropriations
or funds of the Department of Defense under
the terms and conditions specified by 40
U.S.C. 485(h)(2)(A) and (B) and 10 U.S.C.
2667(d)(1)(B), to be merged with and to be
available for the same time period and the
same purposes as the appropriation to which
transferred.

SEC. 8041. During the current fiscal year,
appropriations available to the Department
of Defense may be used to reimburse a mem-
ber of a reserve component of the Armed
Forces who is not otherwise entitled to trav-
el and transportation allowances and who oc-
cupies transient government housing while
performing active duty for training or inac-
tive duty training: Provided, That such mem-
bers may be provided lodging in kind if tran-
sient government quarters are unavailable as
if the member was entitled to such allow-
ances under subsection (a) of section 404 of
title 37, United States Code: Provided further,
That if lodging in kind is provided, any au-
thorized service charge or cost of such lodg-
ing may be paid directly from funds appro-
priated for operation and maintenance of the
reserve component of the member concerned.

SEC. 8042. The President shall include with
each budget for a fiscal year submitted to
the Congress under section 1105 of title 31,
United States Code, materials that shall
identify clearly and separately the amounts
requested in the budget for appropriation for
that fiscal year for salaries and expenses re-
lated to administrative activities of the De-
partment of Defense, the military depart-
ments, and the Defense agencies.

SEC. 8043. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, funds available for ‘‘Drug
Interdiction and Counter-Drug Activities,
Defense’’ may be obligated for the Young
Marines program.

SEC. 8044. During the current fiscal year,
amounts contained in the Department of De-
fense Overseas Military Facility Investment
Recovery Account established by section
2921(c)(1) of the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act of 1991 (Public Law 101–510; 10 U.S.C.
2687 note) shall be available until expended
for the payments specified by section
2921(c)(2) of that Act.

SEC. 8045. Of the funds appropriated or oth-
erwise made available by this Act, not more
than $119,200,000 shall be available for pay-
ment of the operating costs of NATO Head-
quarters: Provided, That the Secretary of De-
fense may waive this section for Department
of Defense support provided to NATO forces
in and around the former Yugoslavia.

SEC. 8046. During the current fiscal year,
appropriations which are available to the De-
partment of Defense for operation and main-
tenance may be used to purchase items hav-
ing an investment item unit cost of not more
than $100,000.

SEC. 8047. (a) During the current fiscal
year, none of the appropriations or funds
available to the Department of Defense
Working Capital Funds shall be used for the
purchase of an investment item for the pur-
pose of acquiring a new inventory item for
sale or anticipated sale during the current
fiscal year or a subsequent fiscal year to cus-
tomers of the Department of Defense Work-
ing Capital Funds if such an item would not
have been chargeable to the Department of
Defense Business Operations Fund during fis-
cal year 1994 and if the purchase of such an
investment item would be chargeable during
the current fiscal year to appropriations
made to the Department of Defense for pro-
curement.

(b) The fiscal year 2001 budget request for
the Department of Defense as well as all jus-
tification material and other documentation
supporting the fiscal year 2001 Department of
Defense budget shall be prepared and sub-
mitted to the Congress on the basis that any
equipment which was classified as an end
item and funded in a procurement appropria-
tion contained in this Act shall be budgeted
for in a proposed fiscal year 2001 procure-
ment appropriation and not in the supply
management business area or any other area
or category of the Department of Defense
Working Capital Funds.

SEC. 8048. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act for programs of the Central In-
telligence Agency shall remain available for
obligation beyond the current fiscal year, ex-
cept for funds appropriated for the Reserve
for Contingencies, which shall remain avail-
able until September 30, 2001: Provided, That
funds appropriated, transferred, or otherwise
credited to the Central Intelligence Agency
Central Services Working Capital Fund dur-
ing this or any prior or subsequent fiscal
year shall remain available until expended.

SEC. 8049. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, funds made available in this
Act for the Defense Intelligence Agency may
be used for the design, development, and de-
ployment of General Defense Intelligence
Program intelligence communications and
intelligence information systems for the
Services, the Unified and Specified Com-
mands, and the component commands.

SEC. 8050. Of the funds appropriated by the
Department of Defense under the heading
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Defense-
Wide’’, not less than $8,000,000 shall be made
available only for the mitigation of environ-
mental impacts, including training and tech-
nical assistance to tribes, related adminis-
trative support, the gathering of informa-
tion, documenting of environmental damage,
and developing a system for prioritization of
mitigation and cost to complete estimates
for mitigation, on Indian lands resulting
from Department of Defense activities.

SEC. 8051. Amounts collected for the use of
the facilities of the National Science Center
for Communications and Electronics during
the current fiscal year pursuant to section
1459(g) of the Department of Defense Author-
ization Act, 1986, and deposited to the special
account established under subsection
1459(g)(2) of that Act are appropriated and
shall be available until expended for the op-
eration and maintenance of the Center as
provided for in subsection 1459(g)(2).

SEC. 8052. None of the funds appropriated in
this Act may be used to fill the commander’s
position at any military medical facility
with a health care professional unless the
prospective candidate can demonstrate pro-
fessional administrative skills.

SEC. 8053. (a) None of the funds appro-
priated in this Act may be expended by an
entity of the Department of Defense unless
the entity, in expending the funds, complies
with the Buy American Act. For purposes of
this subsection, the term ‘‘Buy American

Act’’ means title III of the Act entitled ‘‘An
Act making appropriations for the Treasury
and Post Office Departments for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1934, and for other pur-
poses’’, approved March 3, 1933 (41 U.S.C. 10a
et seq.).

(b) If the Secretary of Defense determines
that a person has been convicted of inten-
tionally affixing a label bearing a ‘‘Made in
America’’ inscription to any product sold in
or shipped to the United States that is not
made in America, the Secretary shall deter-
mine, in accordance with section 2410f of
title 10, United States Code, whether the per-
son should be debarred from contracting
with the Department of Defense.

(c) In the case of any equipment or prod-
ucts purchased with appropriations provided
under this Act, it is the sense of the Congress
that any entity of the Department of De-
fense, in expending the appropriation, pur-
chase only American-made equipment and
products, provided that American-made
equipment and products are cost-competi-
tive, quality-competitive, and available in a
timely fashion.

SEC. 8054. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act shall be available for a contract
for studies, analysis, or consulting services
entered into without competition on the
basis of an unsolicited proposal unless the
head of the activity responsible for the pro-
curement determines—

(1) as a result of thorough technical eval-
uation, only one source is found fully quali-
fied to perform the proposed work;

(2) the purpose of the contract is to explore
an unsolicited proposal which offers signifi-
cant scientific or technological promise, rep-
resents the product of original thinking, and
was submitted in confidence by one source;
or

(3) the purpose of the contract is to take
advantage of unique and significant indus-
trial accomplishment by a specific concern,
or to insure that a new product or idea of a
specific concern is given financial support:
Provided, That this limitation shall not
apply to contracts in an amount of less than
$25,000, contracts related to improvements of
equipment that is in development or produc-
tion, or contracts as to which a civilian offi-
cial of the Department of Defense, who has
been confirmed by the Senate, determines
that the award of such contract is in the in-
terest of the national defense.

SEC. 8055. (a) Except as provided in sub-
sections (b) and (c), none of the funds made
available by this Act may be used—

(1) to establish a field operating agency; or
(2) to pay the basic pay of a member of the

Armed Forces or civilian employee of the de-
partment who is transferred or reassigned
from a headquarters activity if the member
or employee’s place of duty remains at the
location of that headquarters.

(b) The Secretary of Defense or Secretary
of a military department may waive the lim-
itations in subsection (a), on a case-by-case
basis, if the Secretary determines, and cer-
tifies to the Committees on Appropriations
of the House of Representatives and Senate
that the granting of the waiver will reduce
the personnel requirements or the financial
requirements of the department.

(c) This section does not apply to field op-
erating agencies funded within the National
Foreign Intelligence Program.

SEC. 8056. Funds appropriated by this Act
and in Public Law 105–277, or made available
by the transfer of funds in this Act and in
Public Law 105–277 for intelligence activities
are deemed to be specifically authorized by
the Congress for purposes of section 504 of
the National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C.
414) during fiscal year 2000 until the enact-
ment of the Intelligence Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 2000.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H6285July 22, 1999
SEC. 8057. Notwithstanding section 303 of

Public Law 96–487 or any other provision of
law, the Secretary of the Navy is authorized
to lease real and personal property at Naval
Air Facility, Adak, Alaska, pursuant to 10
U.S.C. 2667(f ), for commercial, industrial or
other purposes: Provided, That notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the Sec-
retary of the Navy may remove hazardous
materials from facilities, buildings, and
structures at Adak, Alaska, and may demol-
ish or otherwise dispose of such facilities,
buildings, and structures: Provided further,
That notwithstanding any other provision of
law, not more than $4,650,000 of the funds
provided under the heading ‘‘Operation and
Maintenance, Army’’ in title II of this Act
shall be available to the Secretary of the
Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers,
only for demolition and removal of facilities,
buildings, and structures formerly used as a
District Headquarters Office by the Corps of
Engineers (Northwest Division, CENWW,
Washington State), as described in the study
conducted regarding the headquarters pursu-
ant to the Energy and Water Development
Appropriations Act, 1992 (Public Law 102–104;
105 Stat. 511).

(RESCISSIONS)

SEC. 8058. Of the funds provided in Depart-
ment of Defense Appropriations Acts, the
following funds are hereby rescinded as of
the date of the enactment of this Act, or Oc-
tober 1, 1999, whichever is later, from the fol-
lowing accounts and programs in the speci-
fied amounts:

‘‘Other Procurement, Navy, 1998/2000’’,
$6,384,000;

‘‘Aircraft Procurement, Air Force, 1998/
2000’’, $26,100,000;

‘‘Missile Procurement, Air Force, 1998/
2000’’, $100,000,000;

‘‘Other Procurement, Army, 1999/2001’’,
$20,700,000;

‘‘Aircraft Procurement, Navy, 1999/2001’’,
$62,500,000;

‘‘Weapons Procurement, Navy, 1999/2001’’,
$8,000,000;

Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-
version, Navy, 1999/2003’’:

New Attack Submarine, $35,000,000;
CVN–69, $11,400,000;
‘‘Other Procurement, Navy, 1999/2001’’,

$16,353,000;
‘‘Aircraft Procurement, Air Force, 1999/

2001’’, $81,229,000;
‘‘Missile Procurement, Air Force, 1999/

2001’’, $155,500,000;
‘‘Research, Development, Test and Evalua-

tion, Army, 1999/2000’’, $16,400,000;
‘‘Research, Development, Test and Evalua-

tion, Air Force, 1999/2000’’, $49,921,000; and
‘‘Research, Development, Test and Evalua-

tion, Defense-Wide, 1999/2000’’, $23,500,000.
SEC. 8059. None of the funds available in

this Act may be used to reduce the author-
ized positions for military (civilian) techni-
cians of the National Guard, the Air Na-
tional Guard, Army Reserve and Air Force
Reserve for the purpose of applying any ad-
ministratively imposed civilian personnel
ceiling, freeze, or reduction on military (ci-
vilian) technicians, unless such reductions
are a direct result of a reduction in military
force structure.

SEC. 8060. None of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available in this Act may
be obligated or expended for assistance to
the Democratic People’s Republic of North
Korea unless specifically appropriated for
that purpose.

SEC. 8061. During the current fiscal year,
funds appropriated in this Act are available
to compensate members of the National
Guard for duty performed pursuant to a plan
submitted by a Governor of a State and ap-
proved by the Secretary of Defense under

section 112 of title 32, United States Code:
Provided, That during the performance of
such duty, the members of the National
Guard shall be under State command and
control: Provided further, That such duty
shall be treated as full-time National Guard
duty for purposes of sections 12602(a)(2) and
(b)(2) of title 10, United States Code.

SEC. 8062. Funds appropriated in this Act
for operation and maintenance of the Mili-
tary Departments, Unified and Specified
Commands and Defense Agencies shall be
available for reimbursement of pay, allow-
ances and other expenses which would other-
wise be incurred against appropriations for
the National Guard and Reserve when mem-
bers of the National Guard and Reserve pro-
vide intelligence or counterintelligence sup-
port to Unified Commands, Defense Agencies
and Joint Intelligence Activities, including
the activities and programs included within
the National Foreign Intelligence Program
(NFIP), the Joint Military Intelligence Pro-
gram (JMIP), and the Tactical Intelligence
and Related Activities (TIARA) aggregate:
Provided, That nothing in this section au-
thorizes deviation from established Reserve
and National Guard personnel and training
procedures.

SEC. 8063. During the current fiscal year,
none of the funds appropriated in this Act
may be used to reduce the civilian medical
and medical support personnel assigned to
military treatment facilities below the Sep-
tember 30, 1999 level: Provided, That the
Service Surgeons General may waive this
section by certifying to the congressional de-
fense committees that the beneficiary popu-
lation is declining in some catchment areas
and civilian strength reductions may be con-
sistent with responsible resource steward-
ship and capitation-based budgeting.

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8064. (a) None of the funds appro-
priated in this Act may be transferred to or
obligated from the Pentagon Reservation
Maintenance Revolving Fund, unless the
Secretary of Defense certifies that the total
cost for the planning, design, construction
and installation of equipment for the renova-
tion of the Pentagon Reservation will not ex-
ceed $1,222,000,000.

(b) The Secretary shall, in conjunction
with the Pentagon Renovation, design and
construct secure secretarial offices and sup-
port facilities and security-related changes
to the subway entrance at the Pentagon Res-
ervation.

SEC. 8065. (a) None of the funds available to
the Department of Defense for any fiscal
year for drug interdiction or counter-drug
activities may be transferred to any other
department or agency of the United States
except as specifically provided in an appro-
priations law.

(b) None of the funds available to the Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency for any fiscal year
for drug interdiction and counter-drug ac-
tivities may be transferred to any other de-
partment or agency of the United States ex-
cept as specifically provided in an appropria-
tions law.

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8066. Appropriations available in this
Act under the heading ‘‘Operation and Main-
tenance, Defense-Wide’’ for increasing en-
ergy and water efficiency in Federal build-
ings may, during their period of availability,
be transferred to other appropriations or
funds of the Department of Defense for
projects related to increasing energy and
water efficiency, to be merged with and to be
available for the same general purposes, and
for the same time period, as the appropria-
tion or fund to which transferred.

SEC. 8067. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act may be used for the procurement

of ball and roller bearings other than those
produced by a domestic source and of domes-
tic origin: Provided, That the Secretary of
the military department responsible for such
procurement may waive this restriction on a
case-by-case basis by certifying in writing to
the Committees on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives and the Senate,
that adequate domestic supplies are not
available to meet Department of Defense re-
quirements on a timely basis and that such
an acquisition must be made in order to ac-
quire capability for national security pur-
poses.

SEC. 8068. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, funds available to the Depart-
ment of Defense shall be made available to
provide transportation of medical supplies
and equipment, on a nonreimbursable basis,
to American Samoa: Provided, That notwith-
standing any other provision of law, funds
available to the Department of Defense shall
be made available to provide transportation
of medical supplies and equipment, on a non-
reimbursable basis, to the Indian Health
Service when it is in conjunction with a
civil-military project.

SEC. 8069. None of the funds in this Act
may be used to purchase any supercomputer
which is not manufactured in the United
States, unless the Secretary of Defense cer-
tifies to the congressional defense commit-
tees that such an acquisition must be made
in order to acquire capability for national se-
curity purposes that is not available from
United States manufacturers.

SEC. 8070. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the Naval shipyards of the
United States shall be eligible to participate
in any manufacturing extension program fi-
nanced by funds appropriated in this or any
other Act.

SEC. 8071. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, each contract awarded by the
Department of Defense during the current
fiscal year for construction or service per-
formed in whole or in part in a State which
is not contiguous with another State and has
an unemployment rate in excess of the na-
tional average rate of unemployment as de-
termined by the Secretary of Labor, shall in-
clude a provision requiring the contractor to
employ, for the purpose of performing that
portion of the contract in such State that is
not contiguous with another State, individ-
uals who are residents of such State and
who, in the case of any craft or trade, possess
or would be able to acquire promptly the
necessary skills: Provided, That the Sec-
retary of Defense may waive the require-
ments of this section, on a case-by-case
basis, in the interest of national security.

SEC. 8072. During the current fiscal year,
the Army shall use the former George Air
Force Base as the airhead for the National
Training Center at Fort Irwin: Provided,
That none of the funds in this Act shall be
obligated or expended to transport Army
personnel into Edwards Air Force Base for
training rotations at the National Training
Center.

SEC. 8073. (a) The Secretary of Defense
shall submit, on a quarterly basis, a report
to the congressional defense committees, the
Committee on International Relations of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Foreign Relations of the Senate setting
forth all costs (including incremental costs)
incurred by the Department of Defense dur-
ing the preceding quarter in implementing
or supporting resolutions of the United Na-
tions Security Council, including any such
resolution calling for international sanc-
tions, international peacekeeping oper-
ations, and humanitarian missions under-
taken by the Department of Defense. The
quarterly report shall include an aggregate
of all such Department of Defense costs by
operation or mission.
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(b) The Secretary of Defense shall detail in

the quarterly reports all efforts made to seek
credit against past United Nations expendi-
tures and all efforts made to seek compensa-
tion from the United Nations for costs in-
curred by the Department of Defense in im-
plementing and supporting United Nations
activities.

SEC. 8074. (a) LIMITATION ON TRANSFER OF
DEFENSE ARTICLES AND SERVICES.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, none of
the funds available to the Department of De-
fense for the current fiscal year may be obli-
gated or expended to transfer to another na-
tion or an international organization any de-
fense articles or services (other than intel-
ligence services) for use in the activities de-
scribed in subsection (b) unless the congres-
sional defense committees, the Committee
on International Relations of the House of
Representatives, and the Committee on For-
eign Relations of the Senate are notified 15
days in advance of such transfer.

(b) COVERED ACTIVITIES.—This section ap-
plies to—

(1) any international peacekeeping or
peace-enforcement operation under the au-
thority of chapter VI or chapter VII of the
United Nations Charter under the authority
of a United Nations Security Council resolu-
tion; and

(2) any other international peacekeeping,
peace-enforcement, or humanitarian assist-
ance operation.

(c) REQUIRED NOTICE.—A notice under sub-
section (a) shall include the following:

(1) A description of the equipment, sup-
plies, or services to be transferred.

(2) A statement of the value of the equip-
ment, supplies, or services to be transferred.

(3) In the case of a proposed transfer of
equipment or supplies—

(A) a statement of whether the inventory
requirements of all elements of the Armed
Forces (including the reserve components)
for the type of equipment or supplies to be
transferred have been met; and

(B) a statement of whether the items pro-
posed to be transferred will have to be re-
placed and, if so, how the President proposes
to provide funds for such replacement.

SEC. 8075. To the extent authorized by sub-
chapter VI of chapter 148 of title 10, United
States Code, the Secretary of Defense may
issue loan guarantees in support of United
States defense exports not otherwise pro-
vided for: Provided, That the total contingent
liability of the United States for guarantees
issued under the authority of this section
may not exceed $15,000,000,000: Provided fur-
ther, That the exposure fees charged and col-
lected by the Secretary for each guarantee,
shall be paid by the country involved and
shall not be financed as part of a loan guar-
anteed by the United States: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary shall provide quar-
terly reports to the Committees on Appro-
priations, Armed Services and Foreign Rela-
tions of the Senate and the Committees on
Appropriations, Armed Services and Inter-
national Relations in the House of Rep-
resentatives on the implementation of this
program: Provided further, That amounts
charged for administrative fees and depos-
ited to the special account provided for
under section 2540c(d) of title 10, shall be
available for paying the costs of administra-
tive expenses of the Department of Defense
that are attributable to the loan guarantee
program under subchapter VI of chapter 148
of title 10, United States Code.

SEC. 8076. None of the funds available to
the Department of Defense shall be obligated
or expended to make a financial contribution
to the United Nations for the cost of an
United Nations peacekeeping activity
(whether pursuant to assessment or a vol-
untary contribution) or for payment of any

United States arrearage to the United Na-
tions.

SEC. 8077. None of the funds available to
the Department of Defense under this Act
shall be obligated or expended to pay a con-
tractor under a contract with the Depart-
ment of Defense for costs of any amount paid
by the contractor to an employee when—

(1) such costs are for a bonus or otherwise
in excess of the normal salary paid by the
contractor to the employee; and

(2) such bonus is part of restructuring costs
associated with a business combination.

SEC. 8078. (a) None of the funds appro-
priated or otherwise made available in this
Act may be used to transport or provide for
the transportation of chemical munitions or
agents to the Johnston Atoll for the purpose
of storing or demilitarizing such munitions
or agents.

(b) The prohibition in subsection (a) shall
not apply to any obsolete World War II
chemical munition or agent of the United
States found in the World War II Pacific
Theater of Operations.

(c) The President may suspend the applica-
tion of subsection (a) during a period of war
in which the United States is a party.

SEC. 8079. None of the funds provided in
title II of this Act for ‘‘Former Soviet Union
Threat Reduction’’ may be obligated or ex-
pended to finance housing for any individual
who was a member of the military forces of
the Soviet Union or for any individual who is
or was a member of the military forces of the
Russian Federation.

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8080. During the current fiscal year,
no more than $5,000,000 of appropriations
made in this Act under the heading ‘‘Oper-
ation and Maintenance, Defense-Wide’’ may
be transferred to appropriations available for
the pay of military personnel, to be merged
with, and to be available for the same time
period as the appropriations to which trans-
ferred, to be used in support of such per-
sonnel in connection with support and serv-
ices for eligible organizations and activities
outside the Department of Defense pursuant
to section 2012 of title 10, United States
Code.

SEC. 8081. For purposes of section 1553(b) of
title 31, United States Code, any subdivision
of appropriations made in this Act under the
heading ‘‘Shipbuilding and Conversion,
Navy’’ shall be considered to be for the same
purpose as any subdivision under the heading
‘‘Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy’’ appro-
priations in any prior year, and the 1 percent
limitation shall apply to the total amount of
the appropriation.

SEC. 8082. During the current fiscal year, in
the case of an appropriation account of the
Department of Defense for which the period
of availability for obligation has expired or
which has closed under the provisions of sec-
tion 1552 of title 31, United States Code, and
which has a negative unliquidated or unex-
pended balance, an obligation or an adjust-
ment of an obligation may be charged to any
current appropriation account for the same
purpose as the expired or closed account if—

(1) the obligation would have been properly
chargeable (except as to amount) to the ex-
pired or closed account before the end of the
period of availability or closing of that ac-
count;

(2) the obligation is not otherwise properly
chargeable to any current appropriation ac-
count of the Department of Defense; and

(3) in the case of an expired account, the
obligation is not chargeable to a current ap-
propriation of the Department of Defense
under the provisions of section 1405(b)(8) of
the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 1991, Public Law 101–510, as
amended (31 U.S.C. 1551 note): Provided, That

in the case of an expired account, if subse-
quent review or investigation discloses that
there was not in fact a negative unliquidated
or unexpended balance in the account, any
charge to a current account under the au-
thority of this section shall be reversed and
recorded against the expired account: Pro-
vided further, That the total amount charged
to a current appropriation under this section
may not exceed an amount equal to 1 percent
of the total appropriation for that account.

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8083. Upon enactment of this Act, the
Secretary of Defense shall make the fol-
lowing transfers of funds: Provided, That the
amounts transferred shall be available for
the same purposes as the appropriations to
which transferred, and for the same time pe-
riod as the appropriation from which trans-
ferred: Provided further, That the amounts
shall be transferred between the following
appropriations in the amount specified:

From:
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1988/2001’’:
SSN–688 attack submarine program,

$6,585,000;
CG–47 cruiser program, $12,100,000;
Aircraft carrier service life extension pro-

gram, $202,000;
LHD–1 amphibious assault ship program,

$2,311,000;
LSD–41 cargo variant ship program,

$566,000;
T–AO fleet oiler program, $3,494,000;
AO conversion program, $133,000;
Craft, outfitting, and post delivery,

$1,688,000;
To:
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1995/2001’’:
DDG–51 destroyer program, $27,079,000;
From:
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1989/2000’’:
DDG–51 destroyer program, $13,200,000;
Aircraft carrier service life extension pro-

gram, $186,000;
LHD–1 amphibious assault ship program,

$3,621,000;
LCAC landing craft, air cushioned pro-

gram, $1,313,000;
T–AO fleet oiler program, $258,000;
AOE combat support ship program,

$1,078,000;
AO conversion program, $881,000;
T–AGOS drug interdiction conversion,

$407,000;
Outfitting and post delivery, $219,000;
To:
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1996/2000’’:
LPD–17 amphibious transport dock ship,

$21,163,000;
From:
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1990/2002’’:
SSN–688 attack submarine program,

$5,606,000;
DDG–51 destroyer program, $6,000,000;
ENTERPRISE refueling/modernization

program, $2,306,000;
LHD–1 amphibious assault ship program,

$183,000;
LSD–41 dock landing ship cargo variant

program, $501,000;
LCAC landing craft, air cushioned pro-

gram, $345,000;
MCM mine countermeasures program,

$1,369,000;
Moored training ship demonstration pro-

gram, $1,906,000;
Oceanographic ship program, $1,296,000;
AOE combat support ship program,

$4,086,000;
AO conversion program, $143,000;
Craft, outfitting, post delivery, and ship

special support equipment, $1,209,000;
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To:
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1990/2002’’:
T–AGOS surveillance ship program,

$5,000,000;
Coast Guard icebreaker program, $8,153,000;
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1996/2002’’:
LPD–17 amphibious transport dock ship,

$7,192,000;
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1998/2002’’:
CVN refuelings, $4,605,000;
From:
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1991/2001’’:
SSN–21(AP) attack submarine program,

$1,614,000;
LHD–1 amphibious assault ship program,

$5,647,000;
LSD–41 dock landing ship cargo variant

program, $1,389,000;
LCAC landing craft, air cushioned pro-

gram, $330,000;
AOE combat support ship program,

$1,435,000;
To:
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1998/2001’’:
CVN refuelings, $10,415,000;
From:
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1992/2001’’:
SSN–21 attack submarine program,

$11,983,000;
Craft, outfitting, post delivery, and DBOF

transfer, $836,000;
Escalation, $5,378,000;
To:
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1998/2001’’:
CVN refuelings, $18,197,000;
From:
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1993/2002’’:
Carrier replacement program (AP),

$30,332,000;
LSD–41 cargo variant ship program,

$676,000;
AOE combat support ship program,

$2,066,000;
Craft, outfitting, post delivery, and first

destination transportation, and inflation ad-
justments, $2,127,000;

To:
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1998/2002’’:
CVN refuelings, $29,844,000;
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1999/2002’’:
Craft, outfitting, post delivery, conver-

sions, and first destination transportation,
$5,357,000;

From:
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1994/2003’’:
LHD–1 amphibious assault ship program,

$23,900,000;
Oceanographic ship program, $9,000;
To:
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1994/2003’’:
DDG–51 destroyer program, $18,349,000;
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1995/1999’’:
DDG–51 destroyer program, $5,383,000;
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1996/2000’’:
LPD–17 amphibious transport dock ship,

$168,000;
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1999/2003’’:
Craft, outfitting, post delivery, conver-

sions, and first destination transportation,
$9,000;

From:
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1996/2000’’:

SSN–21 attack submarine program,
$10,100,000;

LHD–1 amphibious assault ship program,
$7,100,000;

To:
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1996/2000’’:
DDG–51 destroyer program, $3,723,000;
LPD–17 amphibious transport dock ship,

$13,477,000;
From:
Under the heading, ‘‘National Defense Sea-

lift Fund, 1996’’:
Defense features, $30,000,000;
Under the heading, ‘‘National Defense Sea-

lift Fund, 1999’’:
Research, development, test and evalua-

tion, $8,000,000;
To:
Under the heading, ‘‘National Defense Sea-

lift Fund, 1997’’:
Maritime pre-positioning force enhance-

ment, $38,000,000.
SEC. 8084. The Under Secretary of Defense

(Comptroller) shall submit to the congres-
sional defense committees by February 1,
2000, a detailed report identifying, by
amount and by separate budget activity, ac-
tivity group, subactivity group, line item,
program element, program, project, sub-
project, and activity, any activity for which
the fiscal year 2001 budget request was re-
duced because Congress appropriated funds
above the President’s budget request for that
specific activity for fiscal year 2000.

SEC. 8085. Funds appropriated in title II of
this Act and for the Defense Health Program
in title VI of this Act for supervision and ad-
ministration costs for facilities maintenance
and repair, minor construction, or design
projects may be obligated at the time the re-
imbursable order is accepted by the per-
forming activity: Provided, That for the pur-
pose of this section, supervision and adminis-
tration costs includes all in-house Govern-
ment cost.

SEC. 8086. The Secretary of Defense may
waive reimbursement of the cost of con-
ferences, seminars, courses of instruction, or
similar educational activities of the Asia-Pa-
cific Center for Security Studies for military
officers and civilian officials of foreign na-
tions if the Secretary determines that at-
tendance by such personnel, without reim-
bursement, is in the national security inter-
est of the United States: Provided, That costs
for which reimbursement is waived pursuant
to this subsection shall be paid from appro-
priations available for the Asia-Pacific Cen-
ter.

SEC. 8087. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the Chief of the National
Guard Bureau may permit the use of equip-
ment of the National Guard Distance Learn-
ing Project by any person or entity on a
space-available, reimbursable basis. The
Chief of the National Guard Bureau shall es-
tablish the amount of reimbursement for
such use on a case-by-case basis.

(b) Amounts collected under subsection (a)
shall be credited to funds available for the
National Guard Distance Learning Project
and be available to defray the costs associ-
ated with the use of equipment of the project
under that subsection. Such funds shall be
available for such purposes without fiscal
year limitation.

SEC. 8088. Using funds available by this Act
or any other Act, the Secretary of the Air
Force, pursuant to a determination under
section 2690 of title 10, United States Code,
may implement cost-effective agreements
for required heating facility modernization
in the Kaiserslautern Military Community
in the Federal Republic of Germany: Pro-
vided, That in the City of Kaiserslautern
such agreements will include the use of
United States anthracite as the base load en-

ergy for municipal district heat to the
United States Defense installations: Provided
further, That at Landstuhl Army Regional
Medical Center and Ramstein Air Base, fur-
nished heat may be obtained from private,
regional or municipal services, if provisions
are included for the consideration of United
States coal as an energy source.

SEC. 8089. Notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 3902,
during the current fiscal year, interest pen-
alties may be paid by the Department of De-
fense from funds financing the operation of
the military department or defense agency
with which the invoice or contract payment
is associated.

SEC. 8090. None of the funds appropriated in
title IV of this Act may be used to procure
end-items for delivery to military forces for
operational training, operational use or in-
ventory requirements: Provided, That this re-
striction does not apply to end-items used in
development, prototyping, and test activi-
ties preceding and leading to acceptance for
operational use: Provided further, That this
restriction does not apply to programs fund-
ed within the National Foreign Intelligence
Program: Provided further, That the Sec-
retary of Defense may waive this restriction
on a case-by-case basis by certifying in writ-
ing to the Committees on Appropriations of
the House of Representatives and the Senate
that it is in the national security interest to
do so.

(RESCISSIONS)

SEC. 8091. Of the funds provided in the De-
partment of Defense Appropriations Act, 1999
(Public Law 105–262), $452,100,000, to reflect
savings from revised economic assumptions,
is hereby rescinded as of the date of enact-
ment of this Act, or October 1, 1999, which-
ever is later, from the following accounts in
the specified amounts:

‘‘Aircraft Procurement, Army’’, $8,000,000;
‘‘Missile Procurement, Army’’, $7,000,000;
‘‘Procurement of Weapons and Tracked

Combat Vehicles, Army’’, $9,000,000;
‘‘Procurement of Ammunition, Army’’,

$6,000,000;
‘‘Other Procurement, Army’’, $19,000,000;
‘‘Aircraft Procurement, Navy’’, $44,000,000;
‘‘Weapons Procurement, Navy’’, $8,000,000;
‘‘Procurement of Ammunition, Navy and

Marine Corps’’, $3,000,000;
‘‘Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy’’,

$37,000,000;
‘‘Other Procurement, Navy’’, $23,000,000;
‘‘Procurement, Marine Corps’’, $5,000,000;
‘‘Aircraft Procurement, Air Force’’,

$46,000,000;
‘‘Missile Procurement, Air Force’’,

$14,000,000;
‘‘Procurement of Ammunition, Air Force’’,

$2,000,000;
‘‘Other Procurement, Air Force’’,

$44,400,000;
‘‘Procurement, Defense-Wide’’, $5,200,000;
‘‘Chemical Agents and Munitions Destruc-

tion, Army’’, $5,000,000;
‘‘Research, Development, Test and Evalua-

tion, Army’’, $20,000,000;
‘‘Research, Development, Test and Evalua-

tion, Navy’’, $40,900,000;
‘‘Research, Development, Test and Evalua-

tion, Air Force’’, $76,900,000; and
‘‘Research, Development, Test and Evalua-

tion, Defense-Wide’’, $28,700,000:
Provided, That these reductions shall be ap-
plied proportionally to each budget activity,
activity group and subactivity group and
each program, project, and activity within
each appropriation account.

SEC. 8092. The budget of the President for
fiscal year 2001 submitted to Congress pursu-
ant to section 1105 of title 31, United States
Code, and each annual budget request there-
after, shall include budget activity groups
(known as ‘‘subactivities’’) in all appropria-
tions accounts provided in this Act, as may
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be necessary, to separately identify all costs
incurred by the Department of Defense to
support the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion and all Partnership For Peace programs
and initiatives. The budget justification ma-
terials submitted to Congress in support of
the budget of the Department of Defense for
fiscal year 2001, and subsequent fiscal years,
shall provide complete, detailed estimates
for all such costs.

SEC. 8093. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to approve or license
the sale of the F–22 advanced tactical fighter
to any foreign government.

SEC. 8094. (a) The Secretary of Defense
may, on a case-by-case basis, waive with re-
spect to a foreign country each limitation on
the procurement of defense items from for-
eign sources provided in law if the Secretary
determines that the application of the limi-
tation with respect to that country would in-
validate cooperative programs entered into
between the Department of Defense and the
foreign country, or would invalidate recip-
rocal trade agreements for the procurement
of defense items entered into under section
2531 of title 10, United States Code, and the
country does not discriminate against the
same or similar defense items produced in
the United States for that country.

(b) Subsection (a) applies with respect to—
(1) contracts and subcontracts entered into

on or after the date of the enactment of this
Act; and

(2) options for the procurement of items
that are exercised after such date under con-
tracts that are entered into before such date
if the option prices are adjusted for any rea-
son other than the application of a waiver
granted under subsection (a).

(c) Subsection (a) does not apply to a limi-
tation regarding construction of public ves-
sels, ball and roller bearings, food, and cloth-
ing or textile materials as defined by section
11 (chapters 50–65) of the Harmonized Tariff
Schedule and products classified under head-
ings 4010, 4202, 4203, 6401 through 6406, 6505,
7019, 7218 through 7229, 7304.41 through
7304.49, 7306.40, 7502 through 7508, 8105, 8108,
8109, 8211, 8215, and 9404.

SEC. 8095. Funds made available to the
Civil Air Patrol in this Act under the head-
ing ‘‘Drug Interdiction and Counter-Drug Ac-
tivities, Defense’’ may be used for the Civil
Air Patrol Corporation’s counterdrug pro-
gram, including its demand reduction pro-
gram involving youth programs, as well as
operational and training drug reconnais-
sance missions for Federal, State and local
government agencies; for administrative
costs, including the hiring of Civil Air Patrol
Corporation employees; for travel and per
diem expenses of Civil Air Patrol Corpora-
tion personnel in support of those missions;
and for equipment needed for mission sup-
port or performance: Provided, That of these
funds, $300,000 shall be made available to es-
tablish and operate a distance learning pro-
gram: Provided further, That the Department
of the Air Force should waive reimbursement
from the Federal, State and local govern-
ment agencies for the use of these funds.

SEC. 8096. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the TRICARE managed care
support contracts in effect, or in final stages
of acquisition as of September 30, 1999, may
be extended for two years: Provided, That
any such extension may only take place if
the Secretary of Defense determines that it
is in the best interest of the Government:
Provided further, That any contract extension
shall be based on the price in the final best
and final offer for the last year of the exist-
ing contract as adjusted for inflation and
other factors mutually agreed to by the con-
tractor and the Government: Provided fur-
ther, That notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, all future TRICARE managed

care support contracts replacing contracts in
effect, or in the final stages of acquisition as
of September 30, 1999, may include a base
contract period for transition and up to
seven one-year option periods.

SEC. 8097. None of the funds in this Act
may be used to compensate an employee of
the Department of Defense who initiates a
new start program without notification to
the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the
Office of Management and Budget, and the
congressional defense committees, as re-
quired by Department of Defense financial
management regulations.

SEC. 8098. Section 8118 of the Department
of Defense Appropriations Act, 1999 (Public
Law 105–262; 112 Stat. 2331; 10 U.S.C. 2241
note) is amended by striking ‘‘convicted’’
and inserting ‘‘debarred by the Department
of Defense based upon a conviction’’.

SEC. 8099. In addition to the amounts pro-
vided elsewhere in this Act, notwithstanding
any other provision of law, $5,000,000 is here-
by appropriated to the Office of the Sec-
retary of Defense, and is available only for a
grant to the Women in Military Service for
America Memorial Foundation, Inc., only for
costs associated with completion of the
‘‘Women in Military Service For America’’
memorial at Arlington National Cemetery.

TRAINING AND OTHER PROGRAMS

SEC. 8100. (a) PROHIBITION.—None of the
funds made available by this Act may be
used to support any training program involv-
ing a unit of the security forces of a foreign
country if the Secretary of Defense has re-
ceived credible information from the Depart-
ment of State that the unit has committed a
gross violation of human rights, unless all
necessary corrective steps have been taken.

(b) MONITORING.—The Secretary of Defense,
in consultation with the Secretary of State,
shall ensure that prior to a decision to con-
duct any training program referred to in sub-
section (a), full consideration is given to all
credible information available to the Depart-
ment of State relating to human rights vio-
lations by foreign security forces.

(c) WAIVER.—The Secretary of Defense,
after consultation with the Secretary of
State, may waive the prohibition in sub-
section (a) if he determines that such waiver
is required by extraordinary circumstances.

SEC. 8101. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision in this Act, the total amount appro-
priated in this Act is hereby reduced by
$171,000,000 to reflect savings from favorable
foreign currency fluctuations, to be distrib-
uted as follows:

‘‘Military Personnel, Army’’, $19,100,000;
‘‘Military Personnel, Navy’’, $2,200,000;
‘‘Military Personnel, Air Force’’, $9,900,000;
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Army’’,

$80,700,000;
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Navy’’,

$13,700,000;
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Air Force,’’

$26,900,000;
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Defense-

Wide’’, $8,700,000; and
‘‘Defense Health Program’’, $9,800,000.
SEC. 8102. Notwithstanding any other pro-

vision of law, the Secretary of Defense may
retain all or a portion of the family housing
at Fort Buchanan, Puerto Rico, as the Sec-
retary deems necessary to meet military
family housing needs arising out of the relo-
cation of elements of the United States
Army South to Fort Buchanan.
U.S. ARMY NATIONAL TRAINING CENTER ACCESS

AND TRAINING ENHANCEMENTS

SEC. 8103. From within amounts made
available in title II of this Act, under the
heading ‘‘Operation and Maintenance,
Army’’, and notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, $12,500,000 shall be available
only for repairs and safety improvements to

the segment of Fort Irwin Road which ex-
tends from Interstate 15 northeast toward
the boundary of Fort Irwin, California and
the originating intersection of Irwin Road:
Provided, That these funds shall remain
available until expended: Provided further,
That the authorized scope of work includes,
but is not limited to, environmental docu-
mentation and mitigation, engineering and
design, improving safety, resurfacing, wid-
ening lanes, and replacing signs and pave-
ment markings: Provided further, That these
funds may be used for advances to the Fed-
eral Highway Administration, Department of
Transportation, for the authorized scope of
work.

SEC. 8104. Funds appropriated to the De-
partment of the Navy in title II of this Act
may be available to replace lost and canceled
Treasury checks issued to Trans World Air-
lines in the total amount of $255,333.24 for
which timely claims were filed and for which
detailed supporting records no longer exist.

SEC. 8105. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, section 112 of Public Law 105–
261 shall apply only to phase III of the
Army’s second source acquisition strategy
for medium tactical vehicles.

SEC. 8106. None of the funds appropriated
or made available in this Act to the Depart-
ment of the Navy shall be used to develop,
lease or procure the ADC(X) class of ships
unless the main propulsion diesel engines are
manufactured in the United States by a do-
mestically operated entity: Provided, That
the Secretary of Defense may waive this re-
striction on a case-by-case basis by certi-
fying in writing to the Committees on Ap-
propriations of the House of Representatives
and the Senate that adequate domestic sup-
plies are not available to meet Department
of Defense requirements on a timely basis
and that such an acquisition must be made
in order to acquire capability for national se-
curity purposes or there exists a significant
cost or quality difference.

SEC. 8107. From within amounts made
available in title II of this Act under the
heading ‘‘Operation and Maintenance, De-
fense-Wide’’, and notwithstanding any other
provision of law, $2,500,000 shall be available
only for a grant for ‘‘America’s Promise—
The Alliance for Youth, Inc.’’, only to sup-
port, on a dollar-for-dollar matching basis
with non-departmental funds, efforts to mo-
bilize individuals, groups and organizations
to build and strengthen the character and
competence of the Nation’s youth.

SEC. 8108. Of the funds made available in
this Act, not less than $47,100,000 shall be
available to maintain an attrition reserve
force of 23 B–52 aircraft, of which $3,000,000
shall be available from ‘‘Military Personnel,
Air Force’’, $34,500,000 shall be available from
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Air Force’’,
and $9,600,000 shall be available from ‘‘Air-
craft Procurement, Air Force’’: Provided,
That the Secretary of the Air Force shall
maintain a total force of 94 B–52 aircraft, in-
cluding 23 attrition reserve aircraft, during
fiscal year 2000: Provided further, That the
Secretary of Defense shall include in the Air
Force budget request for fiscal year 2001
amounts sufficient to maintain a B–52 force
totaling 94 aircraft.

SEC. 8109. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision in this Act, the total amount appro-
priated in title II is hereby reduced by
$100,000,000 to reflect savings resulting from
reviews of Department of Defense missions
and functions conducted pursuant to Office
of Management and Budget Circular A–76, to
be distributed as follows:

‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Army’’,
$34,300,000;

‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Navy’’,
$22,800,000;

‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Marine
Corps’’, $1,400,000; and
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‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Air Force’’,

$41,500,000:
Provided, That none of the funds appro-
priated or otherwise made available by this
Act may be obligated or expended for the
purpose of contracting out functions directly
related to the award of Department of De-
fense contracts, oversight of contractors
with the Department of Defense, or the pay-
ment of such contractors including, but not
limited to: contracting technical officers,
contact administration officers, accounting
and finance officers, and budget officers.

SEC. 8110. (a) REPORT ON OMB CIRCULAR A–
76 REVIEWS OF WORK PERFORMED BY DOD EM-
PLOYEES.—The Secretary of Defense shall
submit a report not later than 90 days after
the enactment of this Act which lists all in-
stances since 1995 in which missions or func-
tions of the Department of Defense have
been reviewed by the Department of Defense
pursuant to OMB Circular A–76. The report
shall list the disposition of each such review
and indicate whether the review resulted in
the performance of such missions or func-
tions by Department of Defense civilian and
military personnel, or whether such reviews
resulted in performance by contractors. The
report shall include a description of the
types of missions or functions, the locations
where the missions or functions are per-
formed, the name of the contractor per-
forming the work (if applicable), the cost to
perform the missions or functions at the
time the review was conducted, and the cur-
rent cost to perform the missions or func-
tions.

(b) REPORT ON OMB CIRCULAR A–76 RE-
VIEWS OF WORK PERFORMED BY DOD CON-
TRACTORS.—The report shall also identify
those instances in which work performed by
a contractor has been converted to perform-
ance by civilian or military employees of the
Department of Defense. For each instance of
contracting in, the report shall include a de-
scription of the types of work, the locations
where the work was performed, the name of
the contractor that was performing the
work, the cost of contractor performance at
the time the work was contracted in, and the
current cost of performance by civilian or
military employees of the Department of De-
fense. In addition, the report shall include
recommendations for maximizing the possi-
bility of effective public-private competition
for work that has been contracted out.

(c) COMPTROLLER GENERAL REVIEW.—Not
later than 90 days after the date on which
the Secretary submits the annual report, the
Comptroller General shall submit to the
House and Senate Committees on Appropria-
tions the Comptroller General’s views on
whether the Department has complied with
the requirements for the report.

SEC. 8111. The budget of the President for
fiscal year 2001 submitted to Congress pursu-
ant to section 1105 of title 31, United States
Code, and each annual budget request there-
after, shall include separate budget justifica-
tion documents for costs of United States
armed forces’ participation in contingency
operations for the Military Personnel ac-
counts, the Procurement accounts, and the
Overseas Contingency Operations Transfer
Fund: Provided, That these budget justifica-
tion documents shall include a description of
the funding requested for each anticipated
contingency operation, for each military
service, to include active duty and Guard
and Reserve components, and for each appro-
priation account: Provided further, That
these documents shall include estimated
costs for each element of expense or object
class, a reconciliation of increases and de-
creases for ongoing contingency operations,
and programmatic data including, but not
limited to troop strength for each active
duty and Guard and Reserve component, and

estimates of the major weapons systems de-
ployed in support of each contingency.

SEC. 8112. In addition to amounts otherwise
appropriated or made available by this Act,
$20,000,000 is appropriated to the Army Na-
tional Guard and shall be available only for
the purpose of the procurement or lease of
fire-fighting aircraft or systems.

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8113. In addition to amounts appro-
priated or otherwise made available in this
Act, $50,000,000 is hereby appropriated, only
to initiate and expand activities of the De-
partment of Defense to prevent, prepare for,
and respond to a terrorist attack in the
United States involving weapons of mass de-
struction: Provided, That funds made avail-
able under this section shall be transferred
to the following accounts:

‘‘Reserve Personnel, Army’’, $2,000,000;
‘‘National Guard Personnel, Army’’,

$4,310,000;
‘‘National Guard Personnel, Air Force’’,

$1,080,000;
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Army’’,

$12,110,000;
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Army Na-

tional Guard’’, $12,320,000;
‘‘Other Procurement, Army’’, $12,180,000;

and
‘‘Research, Development, Test and Evalua-

tion, Army’’, $6,000,000:
Provided further, That funds transferred pur-
suant to this section shall be merged with
and be available for the same purposes and
for the same time period as the appropria-
tion to which transferred: Provided further,
That the transfer authority provided in this
section is in addition to any other transfer
authority available to the Department of De-
fense: Provided further, That of the funds
transferred to ‘‘Operation and Maintenance,
Army National Guard’’, not less than
$3,000,000 shall be made available only to es-
tablish cost effective counter-terrorism
training of first responders and concurrent
testing of response apparatus and equipment
at the Memorial Tunnel Facility as part of
the WMD Study under the WMD Task Force:
Provided further, That of the funds trans-
ferred to ‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Army
National Guard’’, not less than $2,000,000
shall be made available only to support de-
velopment of a structured undergraduate re-
search program designed to produce grad-
uates with specialized laboratory training
and scientific skills required by military and
industrial laboratories engaged in combating
the threat of biological and chemical ter-
rorism: Provided further, That of the funds
transferred to ‘‘Operation and Maintenance,
Army National Guard’’, not less than
$3,500,000 shall be made available only to en-
hance distance learning technologies and de-
velop related courseware to provide training
for counter-terrorism and related concerns:
Provided further, That of the funds trans-
ferred to ‘‘Research, Development, Test and
Evaluation, Army’’, not less than $3,000,000
shall be made available only to continue de-
velopment and presentation of advanced dis-
tributed learning consequence management
response courses and conventional courses.

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8114. In addition to the amounts made
available elsewhere in this Act, $150,000,000,
to remain available until expended, is hereby
appropriated to ‘‘Operation and Mainte-
nance, Defense-Wide’’, only for information
assurance programs, to include protection
from non-authorized access to information
technology systems and computer systems,
and for related infrastructure expenses: Pro-
vided, That funds under this heading may
only be obligated after the approval of the
Deputy Secretary of Defense: Provided fur-
ther, That none of the funds provided by this

provision may be obligated or transferred to
other appropriations accounts until fifteen
days after the Deputy Secretary of Defense
has submitted to the House and Senate Com-
mittees on Appropriations a proposed fund-
ing allocation and a plan for the Department
of Defense to achieve information superi-
ority and information assurance: Provided
further, That the Deputy Secretary of De-
fense shall provide written notification to
the House and Senate Committees on Appro-
priations prior to the transfer of any amount
in excess of $10,000,000 to a specific program
or project: Provided further, That funds made
available under this heading may be trans-
ferred only to operation and maintenance ac-
counts, procurement accounts, the Defense
Health Program appropriation, and research,
development, test and evaluation accounts:
Provided further, That the funds transferred
shall be merged with and shall be available
for the same purposes and for the same time
period as the appropriation to which trans-
ferred: Provided further, That the transfer au-
thority provided in this section shall be in
addition to the transfer authority provided
to the Department of Defense in this Act or
any other Act.

SEC. 8115. (a) The Secretary of Defense
shall, along with submission of the fiscal
year 2001 budget request for the Department
of Defense, submit to the congressional de-
fense committees a report, in both unclassi-
fied and classified versions, which contains
an assessment of the advantages or disadvan-
tages of deploying a ground-based National
Missile Defense system at more than one
site.

(b) This report shall include, but not be
limited to, an assessment of the following
issues:

(1) The ability of a single site, versus mul-
tiple sites, to counter the expected ballistic
missile threat;

(2) The optimum basing locations for a sin-
gle and multiple site National Missile De-
fense system;

(3) The survivability and redundancy of po-
tential National Missile Defense systems
under a single or multiple site architecture;

(4) The estimated costs (including develop-
ment, construction and infrastructure, and
procurement of equipment) associated with
different site deployment options; and

(5) Other issues bearing on deploying a Na-
tional Missile Defense system at one or more
sites.

SEC. 8116. The Secretary of the Navy and
the Secretary of the Air Force each shall
submit a report to the congressional defense
committees within 90 days of enactment of
this Act in both classified and unclassified
form which shall provide a detailed descrip-
tion of the dedicated aggressor squadrons
used to conduct combat flight training for
the Navy, Marine Corps and Air Force cov-
ering the period from fiscal year 1990
through the present. For each year of the
specified time period, each report shall pro-
vide a detailed description of the following:
the assets which comprise dedicated aggres-
sor squadrons including both aircrews, and
the types and models of aircraft assigned to
these squadrons; the number of training sor-
ties for all forms of combat flight training
which require aggressor aircraft, and the
number of sorties that the dedicated aggres-
sor squadrons can generate to meet these re-
quirements; the ratio of the total inventory
of attack and fighter aircraft to the number
of aircraft available for dedicated aggressor
squadrons; a comparison of the performance
characteristics of the aircraft assigned to
dedicated aggressor squadrons compared to
the performance characteristics of the air-
craft they are intended to represent in train-
ing scenarios; an assessment of pilot pro-
ficiency by year from 1986 to the present;
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Service recommendations to enhance aggres-
sor squadron proficiency to include number
of dedicated aircraft, equipment, facilities,
and personnel; and a plan that proposes im-
provements in dissimilar aircraft air combat
training.

SEC. 8117. None of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available by this or other
Department of Defense Appropriations Acts
may be obligated or expended for the purpose
of performing repairs or maintenance to
military family housing units of the Depart-
ment of Defense, including areas in such
military family housing units that may be
used for the purpose of conducting official
Department of Defense business: Provided,
That the Department of Defense Office of the
Inspector General shall provide a report to
the House and Senate Committees on Appro-
priations not later than 60 days after the en-
actment of this Act which assesses the com-
pliance of each of the military services with
applicable appropriations law, Office of Man-
agement and Budget circulars, and Undersec-
retary of Defense (Comptroller) directives
which govern funding for maintenance and
repairs to flag officer quarters: Provided fur-
ther, That this report shall include an assess-
ment as to whether there have been viola-
tions of the Anti-Deficiency Act resulting
from instances of improper funding of such
maintenance and repair projects.

SEC. 8118. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, funds appropriated in this Act
under the heading ‘‘Research, Development,
Test and Evaluation, Defense-Wide’’ for any
advanced concept technology demonstration
project may only be obligated thirty days
after a report, including a description of the
project and its estimated annual and total
cost, has been provided in writing to the con-
gressional defense committees: Provided,
That the Secretary of Defense may waive
this restriction on a case-by-case basis by
certifying to the congressional defense com-
mittees that it is in the national interest to
do so: Provided further, That none of the
funds appropriated under the heading ‘‘Re-
search, Development, Test and Evaluation,
Defense-Wide’’ in the Department of Defense
Appropriations Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–262)
are available for the Line of Sight Anti-Tank
Program: Provided further, That of the funds
appropriated under the heading ‘‘Research,
Development, Test and Evaluation, Defense-
Wide’’ in Public Law 105–262, $10,027,000 shall
be available only for the Air Directed Sur-
face to Air Missile.

SEC. 8119. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, none of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available by this Act may
be used for concept development, pre-engi-
neering management and development, engi-
neering management and development, risk
reduction, program office operations, travel
of Department of Defense personnel, or con-
tributions to international cooperative ef-
forts for the Medium Extended Air Defense
System, or successor systems: Provided, That
none of the funds appropriated under the
heading ‘‘Research, Development, Test and
Evaluation, Defense-Wide’’ in the Depart-
ment of Defense Appropriations Act, 1999
(Public Law 105–262) are available for the Me-
dium Extended Air Defense System or suc-
cessor systems.

SEC. 8120. None of the funds in this Act
may be used to conduct a Defense Acquisi-
tion Board oversight review of a major weap-
on system acquisition unless the Com-
mander-in-Chief of the United States Atlan-
tic Command is a fully participating member
of the Board which is conducting the review:
Provided, That none of the funds in this Act
may be used for the Defense Acquisition
Board to approve a major weapon system ac-
quisition to proceed into a subsequent phase
of development or production unless the

Commander-in-Chief of the United States
Atlantic Command certifies to the congres-
sional defense committees that the acquisi-
tion fully meets joint service interoper-
ability requirements as determined by the
theater Commanders-in-Chief: Provided fur-
ther, That no additional funds or personnel
beyond those contained in the fiscal year
2000 President’s budget for ongoing United
States Atlantic Command activities are
available to support participation by the
Commander-in-Chief of the United States
Atlantic Command in Defense Acquisition
Board weapon system reviews.

SEC. 8121. Of the funds appropriated in title
II of this Act under the heading ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Army’’, $250,000 shall be
available only for a grant to the Nebraska
Game and Parks Commission for the purpose
of locating, identifying the boundaries of, ac-
quiring, preserving, and memorializing the
cemetery site that is located in close prox-
imity to Fort Atkinson, Nebraska. The Sec-
retary of the Army shall require as a condi-
tion of such grant that the Nebraska Game
and Parks Commission, in carrying out the
purposes of which the grant is made, work in
conjunction with the Nebraska State Histor-
ical Society. The grant under this section
shall be made without regard to section 1301
of title 31, United States Code, or any other
provision of law.

SEC. 8122. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, for the purpose of establishing
all Department of Defense policies governing
the provision of care provided by and fi-
nanced under the military health care sys-
tem, the term ‘‘custodial care’’ shall be de-
fined as care designed essentially to assist an
individual in meeting the activities of daily
living and which does not require the super-
vision of trained medical, nursing, para-
medical or other specially trained individ-
uals.

SEC. 8123. During the current fiscal year—
(1) refunds attributable to the use of the

Government travel card and refunds attrib-
utable to official Government travel ar-
ranged by Government Contracted Travel
Management Centers may be credited to op-
eration and maintenance accounts of the De-
partment of Defense which are current when
the refunds are received; and

(2) refunds attributable to the use of the
Government Purchase Card by military per-
sonnel and civilian employees of the Depart-
ment of Defense may be credited to accounts
of the Department of Defense that are cur-
rent when the refunds are received and that
are available for the same purposes as the
accounts originally charged.

SEC. 8124. During the current fiscal year
and hereafter, any Federal grant of funds to
an institution of higher education to be
available solely for student financial assist-
ance or related administrative costs may be
used for the purpose for which the grant is
made without regard to any provision to the
contrary in section 514 of the Departments of
Labor, Health and Human Services, Edu-
cation, and Related Agencies Appropriations
Act, 1997 (10 U.S.C. 503 note), or section 983 of
title 10, United States Code.

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY SYSTEMS

SEC. 8125. (a) REGISTERING WITH DOD CHIEF
INFORMATION OFFICER.—After March 31, 2000,
none of the funds appropriated in this Act
may be used for an information technology
system that is not registered with the Chief
Information Officer of the Department of De-
fense. A system shall be considered to be reg-
istered with that officer upon the furnishing
to that officer of notice of the system, to-
gether with such information concerning the
system as the Secretary of Defense may pre-
scribe.

(b) MILESTONE CERTIFICATIONS TO CONGRES-
SIONAL COMMITTEES.—An information tech-

nology system may not receive Milestone I
approval, Milestone II approval, or Milestone
III approval until the Chief Information Offi-
cer of the Department of Defense provides to
the congressional defense committees writ-
ten certification, with respect to that mile-
stone, that the system is being developed in
accordance with the sections 5122 and 5123 of
the Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996 (40 U.S.C. 1422,
1423). The Chief Information Officer shall in-
clude with any such certification a report
providing, at a minimum, the funding base-
line and milestone schedule for the system
and confirmation that the following steps
have been taken with respect to the system:

(1) Business process reengineering.
(2) An analysis of alternatives.
(3) An economic analysis that includes a

calculation of the return on investment.
(4) Performance measures.
(5) Effective information security measure.
(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-

tion:
(1) The term ‘‘Chief Information Officer’’

means the senior official of the Department
of Defense designated by the Secretary of
Defense pursuant to section 3506 of title 44,
United States Code.

(2) The term ‘‘information technology’’ has
the meaning given that term in section 5002
of the Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996 (40 U.S.C.
1401), but does not include a national secu-
rity system.

(3) The term ‘‘national security system’’
has the meaning given that term in section
5142 of such Act (40 U.S.C. 1452).

SEC. 8126. During the current fiscal year,
none of the funds available to the Depart-
ment of Defense may be used to provide sup-
port to another department or agency of the
United States if such department or agency
is more than 90 days in arrears in making
payment to the Department of Defense for
goods or services previously provided to such
department or agency on a reimbursable
basis: Provided, That this restriction shall
not apply if the Department is authorized by
law to provide support to such department or
agency on a nonreimbursable basis, and is
providing the requested support pursuant to
such authority: Provided further, That the
Secretary of Defense may waive this restric-
tion on a case-by-case basis by certifying in
writing to the Committees on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives and
the Senate that it is in the national security
interest to do so.

SEC. 8127. (a) RECOVERY OF CERTAIN DOD
ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES IN CONNECTION
WITH FOREIGN MILITARY SALES PROGRAM.—
Charges for administrative services cal-
culated under section 21(e) of the Arms Ex-
port Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2761(e)) in connec-
tion with the sale of defense articles or de-
fense services shall (notwithstanding para-
graph (3) of section 43(b) of such Act (22
U.S.C. 2792(b)) include recovery of adminis-
trative expenses incurred by the Department
of Defense during fiscal year 2000 that are at-
tributable to (1) salaries of members of the
Armed Forces, and (2) unfunded estimated
costs of civilian retirement and other bene-
fits.

(b) REIMBURSEMENT OF APPLICABLE MILI-
TARY PERSONNEL ACCOUNTS.—During the cur-
rent fiscal year, amounts in the Foreign
Military Sales Trust Fund shall be available
in an amount not to exceed $63,000,000 to re-
imburse the applicable military personnel
accounts in title I of this Act for the value
of administrative expenses referred in sub-
section (a)(1).

(c) REDUCTIONS TO REFLECT AMOUNTS EX-
PECTED TO BE RECOVERED.—(1) The amounts
in title I of this Act are hereby reduced by
an aggregate of $63,000,000 (such amount
being the amount expected to be recovered
by reason of subsection (a)(1)).
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(2) The amounts in title II of this Act are

hereby reduced by an aggregate of $31,000,000
(such amount being that amount expected to
be recovered by reason of subsection (a)(2)).

SEC. 8128. (a) The Communications Act of
1934 is amended in section 337(b) (47 U.S.C.
337(b)), by deleting paragraph (2). Upon en-
actment of this provision, the FCC shall ini-
tiate the competitive bidding process in fis-
cal year 1999 and shall conduct the competi-
tive bidding in a manner that ensures that
all proceeds of such bidding are deposited in
accordance with section 309(j)(8) of the Act
not later than September 30, 2000. To expe-
dite the assignment by competitive bidding
of the frequencies identified in section
337(a)(2) of the Act, the rules governing such
frequencies shall be effective immediately
upon publication in the Federal Register,
notwithstanding 5 U.S.C. 553(d), 801(a)(3),
804(2), and 806(a). Chapter 6 of such title, 15
U.S.C. 632, and 44 U.S.C. 3507 and 3512, shall
not apply to the rules and competitive bid-
ding procedures governing such frequencies.
Notwithstanding section 309(b) of the Act, no
application for an instrument of authoriza-
tion for such frequencies shall be granted by
the Commission earlier than 7 days following
issuance of public notice by the Commission
of the acceptance for filing of such applica-
tion or of any substantial amendment there-
to. Notwithstanding section 309(d)(1) of such
Act, the Commission may specify a period
(no less than 5 days following issuance of
such public notice) for the filing of petitions
to deny any application for an instrument of
authorization for such frequencies.

(b)(1) Not later than 15 days after the date
of the enactment of this Act, the Director of
the Office of Management and Budget and
the Federal Communications Commission
shall each submit to the appropriate con-
gressional committees a report which shall—

(A) set forth the anticipated schedule (in-
cluding specific dates) for—

(i) preparing and conducting the competi-
tive bidding process required by subsection
(a); and

(ii) depositing the receipts of the competi-
tive bidding process;

(B) set forth each signficant milestone in
the rulemaking process with respect to the
competitive bidding process;

(C) include an explanation of the effect of
each requirement in subsection (a) on the
schedule for the competitive bidding process
and any post-bidding activities (including
the deposit of receipts) when compared with
the schedule for the competitive bidding and
any post-bidding activities (including the de-
posit of receipts) that would otherwise have
occurred under section 337(b)(2) of the Com-
munications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 337(b)(2)) if
not for the enactment of subsection (a);

(D) set forth for each spectrum auction
held by the Federal Communications Com-
mission since 1993 information on—

(i) the time required for each stage of prep-
aration for the auction;

(ii) the date of the commencement and of
the completion of the auction;

(iii) the time which elapsed between the
date of the completion of the auction and the
date of the first deposit of receipts from the
auction in the Treasury; and

(iv) the dates of all subsequent deposits of
receipts from the auction in the Treasury;
and

(E) include an assessment of how the
stages of the competitive bidding process re-
quired by subsection (a), including prepara-
tion, commencement and completion, and
deposit of receipts, will differ from similar
stages in the auctions referred to in subpara-
graph (D).

(2) Not later than October 5, 2000, the Di-
rector of the Office of Management and
Budget and the Federal Communications

Commission shall each submit to the appro-
priate congressional committees the report
which shall—

(A) describe the course of the competitive
bidding process required by subsection (a)
through September 30, 2000, including the
amount of any receipts from the competitive
bidding process deposited in the Treasury as
of September 30, 2000; and

(B) if the course of the competitive bidding
process has included any deviations from the
schedule set forth under paragraph (1)(A), an
explanation for such deviations from the
schedule.

(3) The Federal Communications Commis-
sion may not consult with the Director in
the preparation and submittal of the reports
required of the Commission by this sub-
section.

(4) In this subsection, the term ‘‘appro-
priate congressional committees’’ means the
following:

(A) The Committees on Appropriations, the
Budget, and Commerce of the Senate.

(B) The Committees on Appropriations, the
Budget, and Commerce of the House of Rep-
resentatives.
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE REPORT ON THE CON-

DUCT OF OPERATION DESERT FOX AND OPER-
ATION ALLIED FORCE

SEC. 8129. (a) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later
than January 31, 2000, the Secretary of De-
fense shall submit to the congressional de-
fense committees in both classified and un-
classified form a report on the conduct of Op-
eration Desert Fox and Operation Allied
Force (also referred to as Operation Noble
Anvil). The Secretary of Defense shall sub-
mit to such committees a preliminary report
on the conduct of these operations not later
than October 15, 1999. The report (including
the preliminary report) should be prepared in
consultation with the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, the Commander in Chief of
the United States Central Command, and the
Commander in Chief of the United States Eu-
ropean Command.

(b) REVIEW OF SUCCESSES AND DEFI-
CIENCIES.—The report should contain a thor-
ough review of the successes and deficiencies
of these operations, with respect to the fol-
lowing matters:

(1) United States military objectives in
these operations.

(2) With respect to Operation Allied Force,
the military strategy of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO) to obtain said
military objectives.

(3) The command structure for the execu-
tion of Operation Allied Force.

(4) The process for identifying, nominating,
selecting, and verifying targets to be at-
tacked during Operation Desert Fox and Op-
eration Allied Force.

(5) A comprehensive battle damage assess-
ment of targets prosecuted during the con-
duct of the air campaigns in these oper-
ations, to include—

(A) fixed targets, both military and civil-
ian, to include bridges, roads, rail lines, air-
fields, power generating plants, broadcast fa-
cilities, oil refining infrastructure, fuel and
munitions storage installations, industrial
plants producing military equipment, com-
mand and control nodes, civilian leadership
bunkers and military barracks;

(B) mobile military targets such as tanks,
armored personnel carriers, artillery pieces,
trucks, and air defense assets;

(C) with respect to Operation Desert Fox,
research and production facilities associated
with Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction and
ballistic missile programs, and any military
units or organizations associated with such
activities within Iraq; and

(D) a discussion of decoy, deception and
counter-intelligence techniques employed by
the Iraqi and Serbian military.

(6) The use and performance of United
States military equipment, weapon systems,
munitions, and national and tactical recon-
naissance and surveillance assets (including
items classified under special access proce-
dures) and an analysis of—

(A) any equipment or capabilities that
were in research and development and if
available could have been used in these oper-
ations’ respective theater of operations;

(B) any equipment or capabilities that
were available and could have been used but
were not introduced into these operations’
respective theater of operations; and

(C) any equipment or capabilities that
were introduced to these operations’ respec-
tive theater of operations that could have
been used but were not.

(7) Command, control, communications
and operational security of NATO forces as a
whole and United States forces separately
during Operation Allied Force, including the
ability of United States aircraft to operate
with aircraft of other nations without deg-
radation of capabilities or protection of
United States forces.

(8) The deployment of United States forces
and supplies to the theater of operations, in-
cluding an assessment of airlift and sealift
(to include a specific assessment of the de-
ployment of Task Force Hawk during Oper-
ation Allied Force, to include detailed expla-
nations for the delay in initial deployment,
the suitability of equipment deployed com-
pared to other equipment in the U.S. inven-
tory that was not deployed, and a critique of
the training provided to operational per-
sonnel prior to and during the deployment).

(9) The use of electronic warfare assets, in
particular an assessment of the adequacy of
EA–6B aircraft in terms of inventory, capa-
bilities, deficiencies, and ability to provide
logistics support.

(10) The effectiveness of reserve component
forces including their use and performance
in the theater of operations.

(11) The contributions of United States
(and with respect to Operation Allied Force,
NATO) intelligence and counterintelligence
systems and personnel, including an assess-
ment of the targeting selection and bomb
damage assessment process.

(c) The report should also contain:
(1) An analysis of the transfer of oper-

ational assets from other United States Uni-
fied Commands to these operations’ theater
of operations and the impact on the readi-
ness, warfighting capability and deterrence
value of those commands.

(2) An analysis of the implications of these
operations as regards the ability of United
States armed forces and intelligence capa-
bilities to carry out the current national se-
curity strategy, including—

(A) whether the Department of Defense and
its components, and the intelligence commu-
nity and its components, have sufficient
force structure and manning as well as
equipment (to include items such as muni-
tions stocks) to deploy, prosecute and sus-
tain operations in a second major theater of
war as called for under the current national
security strategy;

(B) which, if any aspects, of currently pro-
grammed manpower, operations, training
and other readiness programs, and weapons
and other systems are found to be inad-
equate in terms of supporting the national
military strategy; and

(C) what adjustments need to be made to
current defense planning and budgets, and
specific programs to redress any deficiencies
identified by this analysis.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Department
of Defense Appropriations Act, 2000’’.
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AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. KUCINICH

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 7 offered by Mr. KUCINICH:
At the end of the bill insert after the last

section (preceding the short title) the fol-
lowing new section:

SEC. —. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to procure a muni-
tion of a type referred to as a ‘‘cluster
bomb’’ (also known as ‘‘combined effects mu-
nitions’’, ‘‘CBU munitions’’, ‘‘sensor-fused
weapons’’, ‘‘area-impact munitions’’, ‘‘anti-
personnel bomblets’’, ‘‘anti-material
bomblets’’, and ‘‘anti-armor bomblets’’).

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today to offer an amendment that
would prohibit any funds for the pro-
curement of cluster bombs. Cluster
bombs come in all types, sizes, colors
and labels. But they all do two things.
They often fail to explode when
dropped in wartime, and they kill inno-
cent civilians long after the war is
over.

These weapons are dropped either by
aircraft or rocket launchers. They
break open in midair and disperse hun-
dreds of bomblets that saturate an area
with flying shards of steel. Cluster
bombs turn into land mines when some
of the bomblets fail to explode right
away. The failure rate in cluster weap-
ons is extremely high, between 5 per-
cent to 30 percent. A GAO report on
Desert Storm states that during the
Gulf War, the Army’s MLRS, the mili-
tary launch rocket system, failed to
explode when dropped more than 5 per-
cent of the time, with some reaching a
failure rate as high as 23 percent.

These unexploded bombs essentially
become land mines and wreak havoc
and kill civilians long after the war is
over. About 1,100 cluster bombs con-
taining more than 200,000 bomblets
rained down on Yugoslavia and the
Kosovo province. More than 1,100
unexploded bomblets are lying in fields
in Kosovo. Usually these weapons come
in various colors and toy-sized shapes
to designate their type. They are very
attractive to young children. Many of
these children that play or are curious
about these bombs are either killed or
maimed. A recent example of this took
place Saturday, April 24, when five eth-
nic Albanian children ages 3 to 15 were
killed by unexploded cluster bombs
trying to pry one open with a knife.
According to the World Health Organi-
zation, in the past month over 170 peo-
ple, that is over 170 people, have been
killed or maimed by unexploded cluster
bombs. Only last month, two British
soldiers were killed trying to defuse an
unexploded cluster bomb.

During the Gulf War, more than one-
quarter of the total number of weapons
dropped by aircraft in Iraq and Kuwait
were cluster bombs. This means that 24
million to 30 million bomblets were
dropped during the Gulf War. More
than 1.2 million of these bombs failed
to explode during the Gulf War and are

now killing people, even though the
war is over. More than 1,600 civilians
were killed and over 2,500 injured in the
first 2 years after the end of the Gulf
War from cluster bombs. A Kuwaiti
doctor said that 60 percent of those
killed were children.

During the Vietnam War, more than
2.3 million tons of bombs fell on Laos.
Many of them were cluster bombs.
With a failure rate of 30 percent, an es-
timated 4 million cluster bomblets are
still lying in rice fields, villages and on
roadsides in Vietnam, Laos and Cam-
bodia.

I want to bring my colleagues’ atten-
tion to a young boy who fell victim to
a cluster bomb explosion just 2 years
ago, in 1996, 20 years after the end of
the Vietnam War. While tilling the
family rice paddy behind a water buf-
falo Ton Kemla’s plow hit a long-hid-
den cluster bomblet that exploded and
ripped him apart. My colleagues, be-
cause of cluster bombs, a young man in
Laos became a victim of the war 20
years after the conclusion of the war.
He had not even been born when the
war officially ended. No difference,
cluster bombs destroyed him even after
the troops stopped fighting. He is not
alone. There are many like him.

I ask why do we buy weapons and use
weapons that have such a high inci-
dence of failure and a high likelihood
of killing after the war is over? We
have much more sophisticated weap-
onry that is smarter and more effective
in fighting a war. We will have spent
more than $4.8 billion between 1995 and
1999 buying cluster bombs. We should
not spend another penny on weapons
that fail and that kill children after a
war is over.

In addition to that, we have incidents
where cluster bombs were dropped on
populated areas during the war. What
is NATO doing letting cluster bombs
fall on populated areas?

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

I appreciate what the gentleman
from Ohio is saying. I appreciate the
tragedy in every war. Having been on
the ground in combat myself, I have
seen the mutilation of people affected
by the wars themselves. It is not a
pretty sight. We have had some record
that we have had some problems with
cluster bombs. It seems to me, though,
that to ban them completely would en-
danger our own troops. I would have to
oppose this strongly until we had an
opportunity to maybe work out some-
thing, where in case we are fighting the
type of war we did lately, that we
would not use them in that type of war.
I do not even know that I could agree
to that. But I certainly could not agree
to not using them at a time when it
protects our own forces.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MURTHA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding. One
of the things that called this to my at-

tention is there was a dropping of clus-
ter bombs at a downtown area of Nice,
killing and injuring scores of shoppers
and destroying about 20 homes.

Mr. MURTHA. I understand what the
gentleman is saying, and I appreciate
what he is saying. I think it is some-
thing we should look into. I would like
to get this to a vote so we can move on
with the bill.

Mr. KUCINICH. I respect the gen-
tleman.

I would ask the gentleman, finally, if
the gentleman would be interested in
at least reviewing this policy related to
cluster bombs being dropped near popu-
lated areas.

Mr. MURTHA. I think that is a le-
gitimate request, and, working with
the committee, I am sure we can work
something out here.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH).

The amendment was rejected.
AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. KUCINICH

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 8 offered by Mr. KUCINICH:
At the end of the bill, insert after the last

section (preceding the short title) the fol-
lowing new section:

SEC. . (a) The Comptroller General, the
Director of the Congressional Budget Office,
and the Director of the Congressional Re-
search Service of the Library of Congress
shall conduct such studies as appropriate
and within their respective capabilities to
assist Congress in evaluating the air cam-
paign conducted by the North Atlantic Trea-
ty Organization (NATO) against the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia during Operation Al-
lied Force in 1999. Those studies shall, at a
minimum, identify the following matters:

(1) The damage that the NATO plan for the
air campaign identified as necessary.

(2) The reasons why that damage was iden-
tified as being necessary.

(3) The military forces that the plan re-
quired and the extent to which those forces
were committed.

(4) The extent to which the air campaign
achieved the desired level of damage.

(5) The extent to which the damage caused
by the air campaign had the predicted effects
in terms of reducing capabilities of the Fed-
eral Republic of Yugoslavia in Kosovo.

(6) The extent to which the damage caused
by the air campaign had the predicted effects
in terms of undermining command and con-
trol capabilities of the ruling regime of the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia.

(7) The role of the bombing in obtaining
the agreement of the regime of the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia to the Military Tech-
nical Agreement of June 10, 1999.

(8) Any other factors that led to the deci-
sion by the regime of the Federal Republic to
the Military Technical Agreement of June
10, 1999.

(b) The studies under subsection (a) shall
be submitted to Congress not later than one
year after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

(c) All data that would be declassified in
the course of the studies under subsection (a)
shall be electronically published on the
Internet, and statistical data shall be elec-
tronically published in spreadsheet form, for
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use by the public, academicians, and non-
governmental organizations.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve a point of order on the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California reserves a point of
order.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment I am offering today should
not be controversial. The purpose of
the amendment is to direct the Con-
gressional Research Service, the Con-
gressional Budget Office, and the Gen-
eral Accounting Office to coordinate a
study that would evaluate the effec-
tiveness of the air campaign in the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and in
Kosovo.

Astonishingly, no one is now con-
ducting a study of such depth. Indeed,
the Department of Defense is under-
taking its own study of its performance
in Yugoslavia. I commend them for
doing that. But in my opinion their re-
view will not go far enough. It will not
completely answer an important ques-
tion that many of us are asking: Was
the bombing campaign effective in
achieving our strategic and tactical
goals in the Balkans?

Many lessons will be learned from
the Kosovo war. But will they be the
right lessons? Will they be correct or
will they be clouded in bias by various
interests? The study I propose would
allow for a truly independent study
conducted by various independent or-
ganizations. After 1 year, the report
would be given to Congress and the
data would be published on the Inter-
net so that the public could have free
and open access to it.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. KUCINICH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. MURTHA. If the gentleman
would consider withdrawing this
amendment, I would coordinate with
him a letter from he and I to the GAO
to get the kind of independent study he
wants. I think it is a legitimate re-
quest, I think it is something we
should do, and I think we should find
out exactly what somebody outside the
services believes about the bombing
campaign and how effective it was and
the other things that he has talked
about.

Mr. KUCINICH. I am interested in
doing that. Could we also ask the GAO
to perform this study quickly so that
important evidence would not be lost?

Mr. MURTHA. Absolutely.
Mr. KUCINICH. Then I would grate-

fully express my appreciation to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania. I look
forward to writing that letter with
him.

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the amendment is withdrawn.

There was no objection.
Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I move to

strike the last word.
I rise to engage the gentleman from

California in a colloquy on a matter of

concern that was brought to my atten-
tion by members of the Guard and Re-
serve. They believe that some savings
may be realized by conversion of posi-
tions.

I had planned to offer an amendment
to clarify the scope of the Defense De-
partment’s study of contracting out
military and civilian positions pursu-
ant to OMB Circular A–76. As the gen-
tleman from California knows, the De-
partment of Defense announced in 1995
that it could save approximately $10
billion over the next 10 years by con-
tracting out 230,000 jobs to the private
sector. While I support the savings, I
want to make sure that privatization
does not harm war-fighting capability
of the United States Armed Forces.

According to this week’s ‘‘Defense
News,’’ Department of Defense officials
are beginning to rethink their policy of
planned competitions because some of
the services have asked if they could
achieve the required manpower and
cost savings through their own re-
engineering.

This is what I believe we need to ad-
dress. The Department of Defense has
moved rapidly towards outsourcing,
without allowing the individual service
chiefs or base commanders the oppor-
tunity to meet manpower reductions
and cost savings through other means.
The Congress should encourage defense
officials to consider savings that might
be realized by giving greater consider-
ation to retaining members of the mili-
tary service and civilian personnel to
perform required Department of De-
fense workload. I believe that cost sav-
ings can still be realized without af-
fecting our war-fighting capability.

I want to commend the gentleman
from California for his efforts in as-
sessing the privatization issue. I ask
him if he agrees that section 8109 and
8110 of the bill before us would cause
the Department of Defense to give
greater consideration to retaining gov-
ernment civilian employees and mili-
tary members when considering wheth-
er to contract out support functions.

b 1700

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TERRY. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to thank my colleague
from Nebraska for bringing his concern
to my attention, and I share his con-
cern about the potential consequences
that the current outsourcing initiative
may have on the Department of De-
fense. I would also like to assure the
gentleman that the intent of sections
8109 and 8110 is to give greater consid-
eration to government employees and
military service members as the De-
partment of Defense continues its
outsourcing initiative.

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STARK

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. STARK:
At the end of the bill, insert after the last

section (preceding the short title) the fol-
lowing new section:

SEC.—. None of the funds made available in
this Act may be used by the Armed Forces to
participate in, or to provide support for, any
airshow or trade exhibition held outside the
United States.

Mr. STARK (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment be considered as
read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.
Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, this is a

simple amendment, and it does not
save much money, but we learned from
years ago from H. R. Gross that we
save a little bit at a time and it adds
up to a big amount.

But we have been subsidizing defense
contractors at air shows designed to
sell our weapons to foreign govern-
ments. I have no quarrel, and I am not
here to debate the value or the validity
of air shows, but I am suggesting that
we have had a long history with this,
and it culminated in 1992 when a U.S.
Marine aircraft crashed on its way
back from the Singapore airport, and
in response to that misuse of tax-
payers’ money, because we had sub-
sidized that air show by sending our
planes, our men to basically be dem-
onstrators or sales people——

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. STARK. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, there
is no question we banned this at one
time, we have had an erosion on the
plan, we agree with what the gen-
tleman is trying to do, and on behalf of
the minority Democrat side I certainly
would be glad to accept the amend-
ment.

Mr. STARK. I appreciate the gen-
tleman.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STARK. I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from California.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I very much appreciate my col-
league bringing this matter to our at-
tention. I have a very similar interests
that he has here, and we are happy to
accept the gentleman’s amendment.

Mr. STARK. The gentleman’s record
is well known in that regard, and I
deeply appreciate his support of this
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. STARK).

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any fur-

ther amendments?
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I move to

strike the last word.
(Mr. DICKS asked and was given per-

mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support
of H.R. 2561, the Defense Appropriations Act.
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I would like to thank Chairman LEWIS and
Ranking Member MURTHA for their excellent
work on this bill. And while thanking the Chair-
man and Ranking Member is customary, I be-
lieve that the Committee this year was able,
through congressional oversight and additional
funding, to begin the process of helping the
Department of Defense fix those parts of the
Defense budget which are broken. Wherever
you stand on the larger issue of defense
spending and on particular programs and
weapons systems, fixing the Defense budget
is good news, and it will improve the national
security of this country.

This bill begins the process of fixing both
long term budget problems, and near term
problems identified during the recent conflict in
Yugoslavia. The conflict in Kosovo was, in my
view, an important triumph for U.S. ideals over
the worst kind of repression seen in Europe in
decades. But more centrally for the purposes
of this bill, it also demonstrated and revealed
much about the tremendous capabilities of
several U.S. weapons systems including the
B–2 bomber, and our deficiencies in other
areas like electronic jamming. This bill seeks
to emphasize and enhance those capabilities
that performed well, and address those areas
that revealed weaknesses.

H.R. 2561 includes funding for a 15th
JSTARS aircraft, which performed magnifi-
cently in Kosovo. The Air Force has a require-
ment for 19 JSTARS, but only budgeted for
13. It increases funding for the EA–6B force,
which was extremely effective but was
strained to its limits flying continual sorties
every day. And it continues the process of
weaponizing the most advanced and effective
bomber force in the world.

The work done by the House of Represent-
atives over the last several years to support
the heavy bomber force was dramatically vin-
dicated in this recent conflict. As many of you
know, the B–2 was the star of the air cam-
paign over Kosovo, but it was not the only
star. JDAM, the Joint Direct Attack Munition,
was also a tremendous success. This simple
weapon costs only about $15,000 a copy to
buy. But combined with the radar and accu-
racy of the B–2, it performed flawlessly, and
demolished almost every target it was as-
signed to destroy. Compared to the over $1
million cost of the CALCM cruise missiles also
used in Kosovo, the JDAM was nothing short
of a miracle for capability compared to cost.
But as many of you know, JDAMs have only
recently entered the U.S. arsenal. Boeing de-
livered the first production model of JDAM to
the Air Force on June 24, 1998. The B–2 was
still able to use JDAMs flawlessly, however,
because Congress had appropriated funding
for an early version, GATS/GAM. Congress
accelerated the GATS/GAM program in FY93
by over a year, and it was successfully tested
in October of 1996. Without the experience of
testing and training with GATS/GAM, we might
not have been as successful in the early days
of the air campaign in Kosovo, when the B–
2 was the only plane that could access the
skies over Belgrade, and the only plane that
could attack anywhere in bad weather.

We must continue to weaponize both the
bomber and tac-air forces for conventional all-
weather combat. We saw in Kosovo the im-
portance of being able to forward deploy
bombers closer to the theater of combat to get
sortie rates up. We also saw the importance of
in-theater communications. This highlights the

need for Link 16 and inflight reprogramming
capabilities on all of the bombers.

H.R. 2561 fully funds those needs. For this
reason, it enjoys my strong support, and I
urge all members to vote ‘‘aye.’’

The CHAIRMAN. Are their further
amendments?

If there are no further amendments,
the Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. HAN-
SEN) having assumed the chair, Mr.
CAMP, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 2561) making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2000, and
for other purposes, pursuant to House
Resolution 256, he reported the bill
back to the House with sundry amend-
ments adopted by the Committee of the
Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment? If not, the Chair will put
them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
passage of the bill.

Pursuant to clause 10 of rule XX, the
yeas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 379, nays 45,
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 334]

YEAS—379

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell

Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin

Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler

Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)

Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce

Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Scott
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—45

Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Brown (OH)
Capuano
Coburn
Conyers
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
Doggett

Duncan
Eshoo
Filner
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gutierrez
Hooley
Jackson (IL)
Jones (OH)

Kucinich
Larson
Lazio
Lee
Lofgren
Luther
McGovern
McKinney
Meeks (NY)
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Miller, George
Nadler
Oberstar
Obey
Owens
Paul

Payne
Rangel
Rivers
Rush
Sanders
Schakowsky

Sensenbrenner
Stark
Velazquez
Vento
Waters
Waxman

NOT VOTING—10

Becerra
Dunn
Kasich
Kennedy

McDermott
McInnis
Peterson (PA)
Portman

Towns
Whitfield

b 1726

Mr. COBURN, Mr. CONYERS, and
Mrs. JONES of Ohio changed their vote
from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

Mr. DEUTSCH, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii,
Mr. WEYGAND and Ms. WOOLSEY
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to
‘‘yea.’’

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
Stated for:
Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, because I was

in my District, I was absent for Rollcall vote
334. Had I been in attendance, I would have
voted ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall vote 334.

Stated against:
Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, on July 22,

1999, I was unavoidably detained during a
rollcall vote; number 334, on passage of H.R.
2561, the Department of Defense Appropria-
tions for F.Y. 2000. Had I been present for the
vote, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’

f

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
APPROPRIATIONS TO HAVE
UNTIL MIDNIGHT, FRIDAY, JULY
23, 1999 TO FILE PRIVILEGED RE-
PORT FOR ENERGY AND WATER
DEVELOPMENT APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2000

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
Committee on Appropriations may
have until midnight, Friday, July 23,
1999 to file a privileged report on a bill
making appropriations for energy and
water development for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2000, and for
other purposes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PETRI). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 1 of rule XX, all points of
order are reserved on the bill.

f

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
APPROPRIATIONS TO HAVE
UNTIL MIDNIGHT, JULY 23, 1999
TO FILE PRIVILEGED REPORT
ON DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 2000

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
Committee on Appropriations may
have until midnight, Friday, July 23,
1999 to file a privileged report on a bill
making appropriations for the govern-
ment of the District of Columbia and
other activities chargeable, in whole or

in part, against the revenues of said
District for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2000, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 1 of rule XX, all points of
order are reserved on the bill.
f

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
APPROPRIATIONS TO HAVE
UNTIL MIDNIGHT, JULY 23, 1999
TO FILE PRIVILEGED REPORT
ON FOREIGN OPERATIONS AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 2000

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
Committee on Appropriations may
have until midnight, Friday, July 23,
1999 to file a privileged report on a bill
making appropriations for foreign op-
erations, export financing and related
programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2000, and for other pur-
poses.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 1 of rule XX, all points of
order are reserved on the bill.
f

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. BONIOR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise for
the purposes of inquiring as to what
the schedule may be for the remainder
of this week and next week.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from New York for the purpose of an-
swering the inquiry.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the distinguished Demo-
cratic whip for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to an-
nounce that the legislative business for
this week has been completed.

The House will meet on Monday,
July 26 at 12:30 p.m. for morning hour,
and 2 o’clock p.m. for legislative busi-
ness. We will consider a number of bills
under suspension of the rules, a list of
which will be distributed to all Mem-
bers’ offices tomorrow. After suspen-
sions, we will begin consideration of
H.R. 1074, the Regulatory Right to
Know Act. Members should be aware
that there will be recorded votes after
6 o’clock p.m. on Monday, July 26.

On Tuesday and the balance of next
week, the House will take up the fol-
lowing measures: H.J. Resolution 57, a
joint resolution disapproving China
NTR; the Energy and Water Appropria-
tions Act, the District of Columbia Ap-
propriations Act, and the Foreign Op-
erations Appropriations Act.

b 1730

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to re-
mind the House of the memorial ar-

rangements that have been made to
honor the life of our great colleague,
the gentleman from California (Mr.
Brown).

On Wednesday July 28 at 12:30 p.m.
there will be a memorial service in
California. We, therefore, will not
schedule any votes on Wednesday in
order to allow Members to attend that
ceremony.

On Friday, July 30, at 11:00 a.m.,
there will be a service in Statutory
Hall open to all Members as well.

I wish all Members safe travels back
to their district, and thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I have a
couple of inquiries of the gentleman
from New York (Mr. LAZIO). First, I
would like to ask the gentleman what
time on Tuesday will the China MFN
be considered?

Mr. LAZIO. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. LAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

My expectation is that it will be ear-
lier in the day rather than later, al-
though, of course, there is no cer-
tainty. I would expect that it would be
earlier on Tuesday.

Mr. BONIOR. I thank my colleague
on that.

Then let me also ask the gentleman
from New York (Mr. LAZIO), we assume
that no votes will occur or any debate
would occur on Wednesday, in honor of
our late colleague, the gentleman from
California (Mr. Brown), because of the
services. Am I correct on that?

Mr. LAZIO. Yes. If the gentleman
would yield again, I expect that all re-
corded or requested votes will be rolled
or postponed. We do not expect any
votes, but we do expect legislative
business on that day, including debate
and possible other committee consider-
ation, but there will be no votes, re-
corded votes, that will be held on that
day.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Let me simply strenu-
ously object to that proposition. The
fact is that the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. Brown) was a distinguished
Member of this House. He had a good
many friends, and a lot of those friends
were on the Committee on Appropria-
tions. I do not believe it is right, when
one of the most senior Members of the
House and one of the most distin-
guished members of the House has a
memorial service and a number of us
would be denied the opportunity to at-
tend that memorial service because
they want our committees to stay here
debating appropriation bills that day.
It just seems to me that there ought to
be another way that a civilized institu-
tion could honor one of its own without
preventing some of his oldest friends
from attending that memorial service.

I would say that if we cannot find
that kind of accommodation that there
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are a lot of things that could be slowed
down next week.

Mr. LAZIO. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. LAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I would be
happy to try and respond to that, if the
gentleman would like a response.

Mr. BONIOR. I would be very happy
to yield and would tend to agree with
my friend, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY), on his point.

Mr. LAZIO. I thank the gentleman. I
thank both gentlemen. It is certainly
true that our colleague, the gentleman
from California (Mr. Brown), deserves
all the honor that he will be given on
Wednesday. I can say that this House is
trying to accommodate Members by
ensuring that there will be no recorded
votes on Wednesday, and we will be in
discussions with the Committee on Ap-
propriations to see the best we can do
to ensure that Members are not put in
a position where they need to choose;
but as both gentlemen know, we are
trying to get our appropriations work
done.

We are trying to work around
Wednesday. We have scheduled no
votes on that day. We are trying to en-
sure that Members can get out and
make that flight in the morning so
they can attend the service. That will
be accommodated. There will be no
votes, and we will take up the other re-
maining appropriations bills, working
around that Wednesday; and we will do
the very best we possibly can in terms
of committee considerations. I do not
know that I can say more than that.

Mr. BONIOR. I would just remind my
friend that the tradition of the House
is to accommodate the Members when
a Member of this body has passed away
and services are held. That has been
the long tradition in this House.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Let me simply point out
there are a number of Members in the
California delegation who would need
to be involved in the debate that would
go on if they were here. It is unfair to
them to expect that they ought to be
here while they would like to be in
California at the last opportunity to
bid adieu to one of their colleagues.

So it just seems to me that this
House has adjourned fully for hundreds
of Members in its history, and it ought
to do the same for the gentleman from
California (Mr. Brown).

Mr. BONIOR. We would ask, again,
that the majority revisit this issue and
talk about it.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. DREIER. I would simply like to
say that I have the privilege of rep-
resenting the district that adjoins the
gentleman from California (Mr. Brown)
in California, and he was a very dear

friend to me. I am looking forward to
the memorial service that we are going
to have here in Statutory Hall and we
are going to be participating in special
orders for the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. Brown) at some point, I
think that is sometime next week, but
I think that as my friend, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. LAZIO) has
said, that it is very important for us to
proceed with our work here.

We appreciate the input that has
come from a number of Members.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. BONIOR) for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to pose an
additional question. I did not hear any
mention of H.R. 402, a bill sponsored by
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
BLUNT) and 228 other cosponsors, a
dairy bill, that has overwhelmingly
passed the House Committee on Agri-
culture. I did not hear whether or not
it might be scheduled next week.

Mr. LAZIO. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. LAZIO. I am just informed that
the bill which the gentleman ref-
erences is under consideration by the
House leadership. It is not expected to
be scheduled for next week; but it is
under consideration, and I will try to
ensure that the gentleman receives
some update during the course of next
week.

Mr. STENHOLM. Might it possibly be
scheduled the following week then? I
am hearing that it might be postponed
until September, and there is a little
anxiety among the dairy community if
that would be the fact. We would hope
that it would and could be scheduled
prior to our August break.

Mr. LAZIO. Well, I would say to the
gentleman that I am happy to try and
give the gentleman an update some-
time next week and we will do the very
best we can. I know that the bill is
under consideration by leadership now.

Mr. STENHOLM. I thank the gen-
tleman for that.

Mr. LAZIO. The gentleman is wel-
come.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, just to
conclude, I thank my friend, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. LAZIO) and
my friend, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DREIER), for their input and
would ask once again that they go
back and revisit this with the rest of
their leadership, the question of
Wednesday. I understand their need to
move forward; and we appreciate that,
having been in a similar situation our-
selves, but with all due respect, espe-
cially for someone who has served with
such great distinction in this body and
who had so many friends, it will
present a terrible conflict for Members
to choose. That should not be the case.
It has not been the tradition to have to

face that choice, and I hope that we
can revisit that decision.

I thank the gentleman for the com-
ments this evening.

Mr. LAZIO. I thank the gentleman.

f

MAKING IN ORDER ON JULY 27,
1999, OR ANY DAY THEREAFTER,
CONSIDERATION OF H.J. RES. 57
DISAPPROVING EXTENSION OF
NONDISCRIMINATORY TREAT-
MENT TO PRODUCTS OF PEO-
PLE’S REPUBLIC OF CHINA

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that it be in order
at any time on July 27, 1999, or any day
thereafter, to consider in the House the
joint resolution (H.J. Res. 57) dis-
approving the extension of nondiscrim-
inatory treatment (normal trade rela-
tions treatment) to the products of the
People’s Republic of China; that the
joint resolution be considered as read
for amendment; that all points of order
against the joint resolution and
against its consideration be waived;
that the joint resolution be debatable
for 3 hours equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means in opposi-
tion to the joint resolution, and a
Member in support of the joint resolu-
tion; that pursuant to sections 152 and
153 of the Trade Act of 1974, the pre-
vious question be considered as ordered
on the joint resolution to final passage
without intervening motion; and that
the provisions of sections 152 and 153 of
the Trade Act of 1974 shall not other-
wise apply to any joint resolution dis-
approving the extension of most-fa-
vored-nation treatment to the People’s
Republic of China for the remainder of
the first session of the 106th Congress.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PETRI). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, could the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER)
clarify the intent of this unanimous
consent regarding the distribution of
debatable time?

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. PELOSI. Further reserving the
right to object, I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, it is the
intention for us to proceed, recognizing
that there are Members of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means who both
support and oppose this resolution,
with an equal division of debate so that
Members on both sides of this issue
will have an equal opportunity to par-
ticipate in this, and we are looking for-
ward to a very interesting, fascinating,
full, vigorous 3 hours of debate on this
issue.

Ms. PELOSI. Further seeking clari-
fication, when the gentleman says rec-
ognizing that Members of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means in both par-
ties agree or disagree on this, does that
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mean that only a Member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means of the ma-
jority or minority party can control
the time?

Mr. DREIER. It is not our intention
to make that decision as far as recogni-
tion. It will be up to the Chair. Again,
there are Members of both the major-
ity and the minority on the Committee
on Ways and Means who are on both
sides of this question, but it is clear
that another Member could be recog-
nized. In fact, the author of the resolu-
tion of disapproval is not, in fact, a
Member of the Committee on Ways and
Means, and it is quite possible that he
could be recognized.

Ms. PELOSI. I thank the gentleman
for his clarification.

Mr. DREIER. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding and would encour-
age acceptance of my unanimous con-
sent request and again look forward to
a vigorous debate.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.
f

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, JULY
26, 1999

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 12:30 p.m. on Monday next for
morning hour debates.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I object.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-

tion is heard.
f

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the business
in order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday
next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I object.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-

tion is heard.
f

WATER RESOURCES
DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1999

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the Senate bill (S. 507)
to provide for the conservation and de-
velopment of water and related re-
sources, to authorize the Secretary of
the Army to construct various projects
for improvements to rivers and harbors
of the United States, and for other pur-
poses, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I object.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-

tion is heard.
f

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 798

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that my name be
removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 798.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I object.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-

tion is heard.
f

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 1074, REGULATORY
RIGHT-TO-KNOW ACT OF 1999

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 258 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 258

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1074) to pro-
vide Government-wide accounting of regu-
latory costs and benefits, and for other pur-
poses. The first reading of the bill shall be
dispensed with. General debate shall be con-
fined to the bill and shall not exceed one
hour equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Government Reform.
After general debate the bill shall be consid-
ered for amendment under the five-minute
rule. It shall be in order to consider as an
original bill for the purpose of amendment
under the five-minute rule the amendment
in the nature of a substitute recommended
by the Committee on Government Reform
now printed in the bill. The committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute
shall be considered as read. No amendment
to the committee amendment in the nature
of a substitute shall be in order except those
printed in the portion of the Congressional
Record designated for that purpose in clause
8 of rule XVIII and except pro forma amend-
ments for the purpose of debate. Each
amendment so printed may be offered only
by the Member who caused it to be printed
or his designee and shall be considered as
read. The chairman of the Committee of the
Whole may: (1) postpone until a time during
further consideration in the Committee of
the Whole a request for a recorded vote on
any amendment; and (2) reduce to five min-
utes the minimum time for electronic voting
on any postponed question that follows an-
other electronic vote without intervening
business, provided that the minimum time
for electronic voting on the first in any se-
ries of questions shall be 15 minutes. At the
conclusion of consideration of the bill for
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted. Any Mem-
ber may demand a separate vote in the
House on any amendment adopted in the
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the
committee amendment in the nature of a

substitute. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS) is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, for the
purposes of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentlewoman
from New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER), pend-
ing which I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During the consider-
ation of this amendment, all time is
yielded for the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, the legislation before us
is a modified open rule providing for
the consideration of H.R. 1074, the Reg-
ulatory Right-To-Know Act of 1999.

This open rule provides for 1 hour of
general debate, equally divided be-
tween the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on
Government Reform.

The rule provides that it shall be in
order to consider as an original bill for
the purposes of amendment under the
5-minute rule the amendment in the
nature of a substitute recommended by
the Committee on Government Reform
now printed in the bill.

The bill provides that the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute shall
be open for amendment at any point.

The rule provides for the consider-
ation of only those amendments
preprinted in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, which may be offered only by
the Member who caused it to be printed
or that designee, and pro forma amend-
ments offered for the purpose of debate
only.

The rule allows the Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole to postpone
votes during consideration of the bill
and to reduce voting time to 5 minutes
on a postponed question if the vote fol-
lows a 15-minute vote.

Finally, the rule provides one motion
to recommit with or without instruc-
tions.

Mr. Speaker, the underlying legisla-
tion, the Regulatory Right-to-Know
Act is important legislation. The pur-
pose of this legislation is to increase
public awareness about the costs and
benefits of Federal regulations to in-
crease accountability of the govern-
ment and to improve the Federal pro-
gram and rules.

The bill achieves these goals by re-
quiring the Office of Management and
Budget to prepare an annual account-
ing statement containing cost and ben-
efit estimates of Federal regulatory
programs.

Furthermore, this report would re-
quire an analysis of the cumulative im-
pact of regulations on various sectors
and functional areas, including the pri-
vate sector.

The Regulatory Right-To-Know Act
is yet another significant step towards
making this government more efficient
and more accountable. A more efficient
and accountable government provides
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us with a Nation with more freedom,
liberty, and integrity.

Mr. Speaker, since 1995, Congress has
changed the direction of the Federal
Government from the endless burden of
more taxes and spending to the new fis-
cal discipline of balance and responsi-
bility and accountability.

Congress has passed legislation to
prevent unfunded mandates from being
passed from the Federal Government to
State and local governments. This leg-
islation is now law.

Congress has passed the Small Busi-
ness Paperwork Reduction Act as an-
other incremental step toward reliev-
ing governmental burdens on small
businesses and their employees.

The Regulatory Right-To-Know Act
builds on these successes and provides
a straight cost benefit analysis of Fed-
eral regulations.

Finally, a full and accurate account-
ing of regulations and their impact on
the economy will now be readily avail-
able. The United States has become the
global leader in technological develop-
ment which, in turn, has created effi-
ciencies in our economy and made life
better for all of us.

But the Federal Government remains
the largest impediment to continued
growth and development. Federal regu-
latory programs impose tremendous
cost and restrictions on innovation in
the private sector and on State and
local governments. That is why this
legislation is so important.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
continue the bipartisan manner in
which this legislation was crafted and
support this rule.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
f

MOTION TO ADJOURN

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PETRI). The question is on the motion
to adjourn.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was refused.
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I object to

the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will count for a quorum.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw
my objection.

So the motion to adjourn was re-
jected.
f

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 1074, REGULATORY
RIGHT-TO-KNOW ACT OF 1999

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentelwoman from
New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER).

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Texas (Mr.

SESSIONS) for yielding me the time, and
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

(Ms. SLAUGHTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, this
is an almost open rule, for the majority
has again relied on a preprinting re-
quirement for amendments which may
affect some Members of the House.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1074 is a bill which
sorely needs improvement. Amend-
ments to protect taxpayers from run-
away spending and to analyze the cost/
benefit ratio of corporate welfare were
not included in the bill during its con-
sideration in the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.

My friends on the other side are more
than willing to belabor the value of and
insist on a bottom line for rules which
protect the life, the health, and the
safety of the American people.

But when the question is restated to
ask how much corporate America bene-
fits from Federal programs, the major-
ity is far less interested in the answer.
I expect we will see that issue revisited
when we take up the Hoeffel-Kucinich
amendment.

H.R. 1074, the Regulatory Right-To-
Know Act, has a ‘‘feel good’’ title to
disguise the potential harm buried in
its details.

As envisioned by my friends on the
other side, every time the Federal Gov-
ernment proposes to take even the
most routine action, it would be viewed
through 1,000 different green eye
shades.

There is little if any leeway given for
action which is clearly necessary, deci-
sions which are ‘‘no-brainers.’’

It is like the pedestrian whose reflex
is to leap from the crosswalk to avoid
a car running a red light, but first he
asks how many calories will be burned
and how much shoe leather will be used
and how the impact of the car would
impact their productivity at the office.

Now, if our pedestrian is faced with a
different set of circumstances, such as
deciding whether to buy a car so that
they do not have to walk to work, then
that requires a different approach, and
rightly so. Because, by Executive
Order, we already analyze the cost and
benefits of the 60 or more major rules
which are proposed each year. That is
sensible and reasonable.

My concern is that my friends on the
other side who so often talk about gov-
ernment which is small and smart are
now proposing to make government big
and dull.

A cost benefit analysis is useful when
applied in the appropriate cir-
cumstances. But with the approach ad-
vanced by this legislation, they are
killing the dog to stop the fleas.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. MCINTOSH).

Mr. McINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, I am
speaking today in support of the rule

for a bipartisan bill to promote the
public’s right to know the cost benefits
and impacts of Federal regulatory pro-
grams, H.R. 1074, Regulatory Right-To-
Know Act of 1999.

This bill is the product of the leader-
ship of the gentleman from Virginia
(Chairman BLILEY) from the Com-
mittee on Commerce over the last sev-
eral years. He really deserves a great
deal of credit for bringing forward the
basic idea of this bill. It also builds on
the provisions offered by Senator STE-
VENS and Senator THOMPSON in the
1997, 1998, 1999 Treasury, General Gov-
ernment and Postal Appropriations
Act. They put in a temporary 1-year
provision very similar to what this bill
does.

This bill, along with the companion
bill, S. 59, also designed to establish a
permanent and stronger regulatory ac-
counting requirement, would make
that year-by-year appropriations bill
unnecessary.

H.R. 1074 is a good government bill,
which requires the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget to prepare an annual
accounting statement and an associ-
ated report. This accounting state-
ment, which is the core provision of
this bill, would provide estimates ever
the costs and benefits of Federal regu-
latory programs in the aggregate, by
agency, by agency program, by pro-
gram component, and by major rule.

The bill requires that accurate infor-
mation be provided for the same 7-year
time series as the budget of the United
States, the current year, 2 years pre-
ceding this year, and the 4 years fol-
lowing.

The associated report would analyze
the impacts of Federal rules and all the
paperwork that goes along with these
rules on various sectors in our econ-
omy, for example, on small businesses
and on functional areas, for example,
in the health care and our public
health in this country.

In the associated report, OMB would
identify and analyze overlaps, duplica-
tions, and potential inconsistencies
among the Federal regulatory pro-
grams and offer recommendations to
reform inefficient or ineffective regu-
latory programs.

The gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
RYAN), who is Vice Chairman of our
Subcommittee on National Economic
Growth, Natural Resources, and Regu-
latory Affairs, will go into more detail
about some of the examples of those
overlapping and duplicative regula-
tions.

Now, currently, there is no report
that analyzes the cumulative impact of
Federal regulations. Americans, we be-
lieve, have a right to know what are
the cumulative costs, what are the ben-
efits, and what is the impact of Federal
regulations on their sector of the econ-
omy and on various areas throughout
the United States.

Current estimates of the ‘‘off budg-
et,’’ if you will, compliance costs on
Americans by Federal regulatory pro-
grams are close to $700 billion each
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year. By the way, that is a 25 percent
increase from 10 years ago.
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Broken down for each family in the
United States, they pay, on average,
$6,900 in additional costs simply be-
cause of the compliance with Federal
regulations. By the way, to put that in
perspective, that is more than the typ-
ical family pays in Federal taxes,
which we cut earlier today here on the
House floor.

The bill requires OMB to issue guide-
lines to standardize agency estimates
of the costs and the benefits and to use
an accounting format that can be ana-
lyzed across different sectors. The bill
also requires OMB to quantify the net
benefits or the net costs for each alter-
native considered in a regulatory im-
pact analysis accompanying a major
rule. By the way, this is already re-
quired under President Clinton’s execu-
tive order on regulatory review.

This information will help the public
understand how and why major deci-
sions affecting them are made by the
executive branch. It will disclose that
the Federal agencies chose the most ef-
fective, least costly regulatory ap-
proach.

To ensure a fair and balanced esti-
mate of the costs and benefits, the bill
also requires that this report by OMB
be peer-reviewed by two or more ex-
perts and that the public have an op-
portunity to comment on a draft report
relating to the impact of sectors. This
way the bill ensures that the public
can know whether OMB is doing its job
to keep a lid on the stupid, silly, some-
times costly regulations that are often
promulgated.

Mr. Speaker, our oversight hearings
in my subcommittee, and the GAO re-
ports, show that OMB, quite frankly, in
recent years, has not done a very good
job of supervising these type of regu-
latory impact analyses. So this bill
will make that a legal mandate for
OMB.

H.R. 1074 requires that they compile
some new and improved information
about these regulatory programs. How-
ever, we believe that fundamentally
the bill will not pose an undue burden
on OMB if they are doing their job
under the current executive order,
since much of the needed information
is already available.

Since Ronald Reagan issued his his-
toric executive order in 1981, Federal
agencies have been required to perform
cost-benefit analyses on major rules.
These are the rules that constitute the
bulk of that $700 billion of cost for the
regulatory programs. Also, OMB can
use many other sources of information,
including private regulatory account-
ing studies and government studies
done by the agencies.

The bill, as it was reported by the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON),
the Chairman of the Committee on
Government Reform, made many
changes on the initial draft that we
have proposed to lessen the burden on

the Office of Management and Budget
and to address some of the Clinton ad-
ministration’s concerns, including a
phase-in of several of the key require-
ments. The Congressional Budget Of-
fice estimated that the cost of this bill
will be in its lowest category, less than
$500,000 each year.

Frankly, I think that is a pretty good
deal. For less than $500,000, we have the
potential to save the American citizens
billions of dollars in unnecessary, du-
plicative, and costly regulatory bur-
dens.

There is wide support for this bill,
Mr. Speaker. It is bipartisan, and it has
been endorsed by many organizations,
including the seven major bipartisan
State and local organizations: the Na-
tional Governors’ Association, the Na-
tional Conference of State Legisla-
tures, the Council of State Govern-
ments, the U.S. Conference of Mayors,
the National League of Cities, the Na-
tional Association of Counties, and the
International City/County Manage-
ment Association.

Some other organizations, Mr.
Speaker, that are endorsing this bill
include Alliance USA; the American
Farm Bureau Federation; Americans
For Tax Reform; Associated Builders
and Contractors; the Business Round-
table; the Center for Study for Amer-
ican Business; the Chamber of Com-
merce of the United States, which has
key voted this bill on its legislative
calendar; the Chemical Manufacturers
Association; Citizens for a Sound Econ-
omy, which has also key voted this
bill; National Association of Manufac-
turers; National Federation of Inde-
pendent Businesses; the Seniors Coali-
tion; the 60 Plus Association; and the
Small Business Survival Committee,
which, once again, has key voted this
bill on their legislative calendar.

Now, unfortunately, there have been
some views that have been stated
about this bill that ended up being re-
flected in the minority report, and so
we had to issue a correction and clari-
fication on some of those. But I want
to stress, for example, that some of the
opposition to this bill incorrectly
states that it would ‘‘require a cost-
benefit analysis of every major and
minor rule.’’

This bill, quite frankly, does not re-
quire any new regulatory impact anal-
yses, RIAs, no new rule-by-rule cost-
benefit analyses, and no new rule-by-
rule impact analyses. So that the ex-
ceptions that are currently in place
under President Clinton’s executive
order for minor routine regulations
would also apply for this bill.

Instead, the bill provides for com-
bining a set of related rules into broad
categories. Except for the regulatory
impact analysis already required for
major rules, the various analytical re-
quirements relate to information after
the rules are issued. So it should not
require any greater regulatory burden
in actually issuing those rules.

The difference may be that the ad-
ministration currently, under OMB’s

guidance, does not always follow their
own executive order. And so some of
these regulatory impact analyses that
are required under the President’s Ex-
ecutive Order, in fact, are not being
done. But the bill provides OMB with
substantial discretion in ways to ad-
dress the various analytical require-
ments. It makes no changes in the
standard of law. It cannot slow down a
rulemaking, since the analysis will be
done in the aggregate, after those rules
are issued; but what it will do is give
the American people a very precise
comprehensive view of what the bene-
fits and what the costs are of our Fed-
eral regulations.

I strongly support the rule that has
come forth from the Committee on
Rules, and I believe fundamentally the
public has a right to know what are the
impact of our Federal regulations. We
need to have open and accountable gov-
ernment. OMB’s accounting statement
and associated report will give Ameri-
cans the tools to fully analyze how leg-
islation on regulatory matters will af-
fect them and how rules today are, in
fact, impacting their lives.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
vote for the rule and vote for the bill
when it comes up on Monday.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentlewoman for yielding me this time,
and I use the time to ask the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS)
whether it is not correct that there is
now an understanding that the House
will not be in session on Wednesday so
that we can attend the memorial serv-
ice for the distinguished former Mem-
ber from California, Mr. Brown.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, to re-
spond to the gentleman, and I am going
to read what I have been given, it is my
understanding the House will be in pro
forma session and that no votes will be
held, in accommodation of Republican
and Democrat Members who wish to at-
tend services for our colleague, George
Brown.

Mr. OBEY. Reclaiming my time, Mr.
Speaker, my understanding is correct,
then, that there will be no committees
asked to be running bills on the floor
while that is going on?

Mr. SESSIONS. If the gentleman will
continue to yield, it is my under-
standing that there will not be any leg-
islative business on the floor of the
House of Representatives.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman and I thank the leadership
for reconsidering that position. I am
sorry to take the time of the House,
but given the fact that George Brown
was the ranking member of a com-
mittee, that he served here 35 years,
and that he was one of the two people
who were driving forces behind the
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first teach-ins in Vietnam, a very his-
toric occasion in our Nation’s history,
and I think that is very important.

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the gen-
tleman for his concern and feel like we
have responded appropriately.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH).

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman from New York for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
gentleman from California (Mr.
DREIER), the Chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules, and the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY),
the ranking minority member, as well
as the gentlewoman from New York
(Ms. SLAUGHTER), for their work on
this rule for H.R. 1074, the so-called
Regulatory Right-to-Know Act of 1999.

I also want to express my apprecia-
tion to the chairman of the sub-
committee, the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. MCINTOSH), the committee on
which I serve as the ranking member.
The gentleman from Indiana and I have
developed a good working relationship.
We do not always agree on the sub-
stance of some of the bills, but I think
we have been able to at least have an
exchange of ideas, which I hope has re-
sulted in a better bill. We are pleased
on this side of the aisle that we will
have the opportunity to offer our
amendment, which we believe signifi-
cantly improves the bill.

While I support the underlying goal
of the bill to give taxpayers informa-
tion on the costs and benefits of gov-
ernment regulations, with the hope of
improving government accountability,
efficiency, and effectiveness, I am con-
cerned that the bill, as offered, fails to
adequately protect the taxpayers. That
is why, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. HOEFFEL), the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY), and my-
self will be offering the Taxpayer Pro-
tection and Corporate Welfare Disclo-
sure Amendment.

This amendment will improve the
bill in three ways. First, it will require
the Office of Management and Budget
to identify and analyze the costs and
benefits of corporate subsidies given
out by the Federal Government. H.R.
1074 is supposed to provide the Amer-
ican people with better information
about how much money Federal laws
and regulations cost American busi-
nesses and what benefits are derived
from those programs.

But this misses the fact that each
year the Federal Government provides
billions of dollars in corporate welfare
to regulated businesses. This amend-
ment would require corporate welfare
to be disclosed to the American public
so that they can have a complete ac-
counting of the cost and benefits im-
posed on businesses by the Federal
Government, not just the cost and ben-
efits of regulations.

Second, this amendment would cap
reporting expenditures by the Office of
Management and Budget and Federal

agencies required by H.R. 1074 to $1
million a year. According to the Con-
gressional Budget Office, H.R. 1074
should only cost $500,000 a year to im-
plement. So limiting these expendi-
tures to double that amount, or $1 mil-
lion, should provide plenty of funds for
both the regulatory and the corporate
welfare components of the bill, while
making sure the taxpayers do not pay
the price if programs end up costing
much more than anticipated by Con-
gress.

Third, the Hoeffel amendment, the
amendment that I am pleased to spon-
sor with that gentleman and the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY),
would sunset the bill after 4 years. Let
us make sure that the information we
are asking for is actually useful before
we make this an open-ended require-
ment. If we find that the accounting
required under H.R. 1074 is worthwhile,
Congress can reauthorize the report at
that time and make changes to it to
make it better.

Mr. Speaker, I want to again thank
those on the other side of the aisle who
have worked on this, the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN) and all the
others who have worked on it, and we
look forward to the debate on Monday.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. RYAN), who is the vice
chairman on the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman from Texas for
yielding me this time, and I also want
to thank the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
KUCINICH), who is the ranking member
of this subcommittee. I must admit
that as a new Member of Congress it is
nice to see people who really like to co-
operate on a bipartisan basis, and I
think the gentleman from Ohio is a
person who is of strong conscience and
serves this body very well, and I just
wanted to commend him for his atti-
tude in working with us on passage of
this legislation. We may disagree on
some of these amendments, but I would
like to thank the gentleman from Ohio
for his attitude on this.

I rise in support of the rule, Mr.
Speaker, for H.R. 1074. I would also like
to voice my support for passage of H.R.
1074, the Regulatory Right-to-Know
Act. This is a bipartisan initiative.
This point is made obvious by the
groups that have voiced their support
of this bill. It has the support of nu-
merous groups, from the National Gov-
ernors’ Association to the Seniors Coa-
lition. The U.S. Conference of Mayors,
the American Farm Bureau and the
U.S. Chamber of Commerce have all
publicly endorsed this legislation.
These diverse groups have endorsed
this bill because they recognize the
benefits this legislation could provide
to Congress and to the citizens of this
country.

This legislation will increase under-
standing and, therefore, public con-
fidence in all Federal regulations and
agencies. The public has the right to

know the factors that affect agency de-
cision-making. The Congress has the
right to know that the intent of the
legislation we pass here in Congress is
being carefully considered by the agen-
cies who promulgate these regulations,
taking into account and implementing
the laws we pass here in this body.
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Through this legislation, the public

will have access to information regard-
ing the cost and benefits including the
social health, safety, environment, and
economic effects of major agency ac-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, the key to account-
ability in Government is providing in-
formation. Information is vital to ef-
fective governing. The more accessible
information is to the public and to the
Congress, the more efficient and pro-
ductive our system of Government will
be.

This bill does not change the existing
process for adopting agency regula-
tions. Moreover, it helps us change the
environment in which these agencies
adopt regulations by fostering an at-
mosphere of openness and account-
ability.

Some groups have likened this to the
annual accounting most companies do
for their shareholders. Well, Mr.
Speaker, the American people are the
shareholders of our Government of our
country and they deserve to be pro-
vided an accounting of the impact of
Federal regulations.

But I would like to make one more
point that is very important in the
Regulatory Right-to-Know Act, which
will require OMB to do an annual study
looking at duplicative regulations. And
believe me, Mr. Speaker, we have a lot
of duplicative regulations in our Fed-
eral Government today.

Just to point out a few examples: Ag-
riculture’s Natural Resource and Con-
servation Service and the Army Corps
of Engineers had conflict requirements
over wetlands regulations. I am going
to go into that in just a second.

The grantees for so many different
programs are required by Federal rules
to provide nearly identical information
to many Federal grant-making agen-
cies for similar grant programs, includ-
ing the same type of information to
various agencies.

The USDA and FDA have issued over-
lapping food safety regulations regard-
ing tainted food products. Many agency
programs, and thus their regulatory re-
quirements, sometimes overlap. Just in
the area of job training and employ-
ment there are 14 departments that
delve into this area.

Among the 14 departments and agen-
cies that have programs, rules, and reg-
ulations with respect to job training
and employment are the Agriculture
Department, the Commerce Depart-
ment, the Education Department, HHS,
HUD, Interior, Justice, Labor, Trans-
portation, Treasury, Veterans’ Affairs,
EPA, the NRC, and the SSA.

All of these agencies promulgate reg-
ulations on job training and employ-
ment. Many of them duplicate and
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overlap each other. An accounting of
these regulations is going to do noth-
ing but help us get good Government,
get good information to the citizens we
represent.

Going back to the area of wetlands
regulations, there is a great example of
how overlapping and duplicative regu-
lations can actually do a lot of harm to
our constituents when we are simply
trying to make sure that they comply
with the Federal law.

I would like to take an example of a
turf fight between two agencies over
wetlands regulations. The turf fight is
between the Army Corps of Engineers
and the Natural Resources Conserva-
tion Service. There is a farmer named
Dave Pechan who farms near Linden,
California. He wanted to convert 40
acres of his land into a vineyard.

In accordance with the law, Mr.
Pechan asked the Natural Resources
Conservation Service to evaluate his
property for possible wetlands. The
Conservation Service is one of those
Federal agencies that is charged with
enforcing wetlands regulations.

After inspecting Mr. Pechan’s land
on two occasions, the Conservation
Service determined that only a .3 acre
swale could be considered a wetland.
He was instructed to go ahead with his
vineyard plans as long as he plowed
around that tiny little wetland.

Well, that seemed to settle the mat-
ter. Until one week later, when Mr.
Pechan saw representatives from the
Army Corps of Engineers and the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service on his prop-
erty taking pictures. They told Mr.
Pechan that he may be violating the
law when he farmed in wetlands.

When Pechan produced the docu-
mentation from the Conservation Serv-
ice showing that he was in compliance
with these regulations, the agencies
rudely rejected his claim.

It seems that the Army Corps of En-
gineers and the Conservation Service
are locked into a bureaucratic turf
fight over which agency would have the
lead role in enforcing wetlands laws.

Well, in 1994, the Corps of Engineers
signed a memorandum of agreement
that ostensibly recognized the Con-
servation Service as the lead Federal
agency. However, the Corps of Engi-
neers reneged on that agreement be-
cause they refused to give up on en-
forcement of wetlands policy.

The end result is this: The farmer in
California, Dave Pechan, is snared in
the middle of a bureaucratic turf fight.
The Corps has told him that regardless
of what the Conservation Service had
determined allowing him to go through
with his vineyard plans, he will be sub-
jected to civil and criminal penalties if
he continues to work his land.

He is now in limbo while the Corps
conducts its own wetlands evaluations
of his property.

Mr. Speaker, the Regulatory Right-
to-Know Act is very common sense. It
is bipartisan. This is a good Govern-
ment bill. This simply says, let us get
a handle on all of these regulations we

are passing on to our constituents. Let
us make sure they do not duplicate
each other or overlap or send con-
flicting messages to our constituents.

Lastly, it does not do one thing to
change the regulations. It simply says,
let us measure the cost and benefits of
these regulations, what are they cost-
ing our economy, what are they doing
to our constituents.

This is clearly a good Government
measure. I urge all of my colleagues to
support the rule on this measure. And
next week when we vote on this bill, I
urge all of my colleagues to vote in
favor of H.R. 1074, the Regulatory
Right-to-Know Act.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. HOEFFEL).

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me the
time and I thank her for her coopera-
tion and her leadership.

I compliment the gentleman from
California (Mr. DREIER) the chairman
of the Committee on Rules and the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MOAKLEY) the ranking member for
bringing forward this bill with the rule
that permits through the preprinting
mechanism the opportunity for the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH)
and I to offer an amendment that we
believe is necessary to improve this
bill so that it really provides a good
service for the American taxpayer.

H.R. 1074, the Regulatory Right-to-
Know Act, is the subject of this rule.
As the previous speaker, the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN) and the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
MCINTOSH) before him have described,
this bill is designed to tell Congress
and the American people how much it
costs to produce regulations pursuant
to the laws we pass every year.

A cost benefit analysis of Federal
regulation is a concept that has been
debated for some time. I am pleased
that this bill is before us. I think the
bill needs improvement, but I think it
is the right thing for Congress to ad-
dress this and to make sure we have an
opportunity to get the information we
need to do our jobs properly and to get
to the American people a clear state-
ment of the cost of Federal regulation
and the benefit of Federal regulation.

I, for one, believe there are many
benefits to the rules and regulations
that are promulgated based upon our
statutes. But we need to know the cost
on business and the benefit to business
in order to do our job properly.

Unfortunately, I think that there are
some areas of this bill that need to be
improved. I will be offering, along with
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
KUCINICH), the Hoeffel-Kucinich amend-
ment, entitled the taxpayer protection
and corporate welfare disclosure
amendment, when we have an oppor-
tunity on Monday to debate and amend
this bill.

Our amendment is designed to get
even more information available to
Congress and to the American people

regarding the impact of the Federal
Government on American business.

If we want to find out the costs and
benefits of Federal regulations, then
let us also find out the costs and bene-
fits of the so-called corporate welfare,
the Federal subsidies, the tax pref-
erences, the below market values of
Federal lands that are granted to many
of our corporations in this country.

Historically, we have given these
kind of corporate benefits to many in-
dustries, some of them mature, suc-
cessful, highly profitable industries. If
we are to determine how much the reg-
ulations cost these industries to get a
fair and complete picture, we surely
need to know the benefits, if any, of
the corporate welfare they receive.

Secondly, the amendment that the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH)
and I will offer will make sure that the
cost of this bill will not be unlimited.

The Congressional Budget Office has
estimated that to conduct the regu-
latory review of the underlying bill
will cost something less than $500,000
per year. So we are putting in the
Hoeffel-Kucinich amendment an over-
all cap of $1 million a year to conduct
both the regulatory review and the cor-
porate welfare review that the amend-
ed bill will call for.

I think this is a wise and sensible
limitation to make sure that, in the
process of determining costs and bene-
fits, we do not waste the taxpayers’
dollars with unnecessary expenditures.

Finally, the Hoeffel-Kucinich amend-
ment will put a 4-year sunset provision
on both the regulatory review and the
corporate welfare review called for in
the amended bill.

I will ask for support of the amend-
ment on Monday.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, may I
inquire as to the time remaining on
both sides?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TERRY). The gentleman from Texas
(Mr. SESSIONS) has 81⁄2 minutes remain-
ing. The gentlewoman from New York
(Ms. SLAUGHTER) has 19 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. RYAN).

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I think it is very important as we de-
bate the rule and the Regulatory
Right-to-Know Act that we put this in
its proper perspective.

We would debate what I would like to
call the ‘‘killer Kucinich amendment’’
a little bit later when it is up next
week.

But let us put this in proper perspec-
tive. Regulations are good. They are
necessary. But regulations do pose
what we often call a hidden tax on the
American economy. It is widely esti-
mated that Federal regulations cost
the American taxpayers about $700 bil-
lion annually.

This is a tax that we do not see right
on our paychecks. We do not see it in
front of our faces in our businesses.
This is a tax that comes to us through
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the various overlapping and duplica-
tive rules and regulations, costing our
American families and businesses
about $700 billion annually.

So when we talk about the Regu-
latory Right-to-Know Act, it is really
let us see what these taxes are costing
us, let us get openness in Government,
let us make sure that we know when
we are imposing $700 billion of hidden
tax on our Government, let us make
these open taxes so we actually see
really what these taxes are, what the
cost and benefits of these hidden taxes
on our families and businesses impose.

Placing a cap on that to me seems to
be very, very much disingenuous in the
spirit of the public’s right to know. We
will debate the merits of that amend-
ment next week.

But I think it is very important to
put this whole thing in perspective,
that the Regulatory Right-to-Know
Act is a bipartisan solution at getting
openness in Government at taking a
look at what really is this hidden tax
being placed on our families and our
businesses.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. HOEFFEL).

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me the
time.

If I could just respond quickly to my
friend the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. RYAN) who spoke about the ‘‘killer
Kucinich amendment’’.

Many people have said that I am a
pretty tough guy, but no one has ever
called me ‘‘killer’’ before. It is actually
the ‘‘Hoeffel-Kucinich amendment.’’

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOEFFEL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I said ‘‘killer Kucinich,’’ not ‘‘killer
Hoeffel.’’

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Speaker, we will
debate this amendment Monday,
known as the ‘‘Hoeffel-Kucinich
amendment.’’ I look forward to the de-
bate with the gentleman.

If I would simply add, he appro-
priately identified the estimated cost
of regulations on American business.
Let me add to this debate today that
Time Magazine has estimated that the
cost of corporate welfare to the Federal
Government is $125 billion a year,
which they describe as being the equiv-
alent of the income taxes paid each
year by 60 million Americans. Or an-
other way of looking at it, the equiva-
lent of two weeks’ pay for every work-
ing American is distributed and paid by
the Federal Government in corporate
welfare.

So I simply stand with the Hoeffel-
Kucinich amendment for the propo-
sition that we ought to know where
that $125 billion goes when we find out
where the $700 billion that the gen-
tleman is concerned about and that I
am concerned about goes.

We ought to see the whole package at
the same time to get a clear picture.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume to close.

Mr. Speaker, I want to add to what
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
HOEFFEL) said about the corporate wel-
fare costing us $125 billion a year. That
is handed out despite the fact that the
economy has been strong and that cor-
porate profits have totaled more than
$4.5 trillion this decade.

Proponents of corporate welfare say
that it encourages economic develop-
ment and job growth. A good example
is a tax break for a company that relo-
cates to the inner city. But the biggest
recipients are Fortune 500 companies
that have cut, Mr. Speaker, more jobs
than they created this decade.

As stated by Time, ‘‘The rationale to
curtail traditional welfare programs
was compelling because the old system
did not work. It was unfair and de-
stroyed incentive and perpetuated de-
pendence and distorted the economy.’’
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‘‘The same indictment, almost to the
word, applies to corporate welfare. In
some ways, it represents pork-barrel
legislation of the worst order. The dif-
ference, of course, is that instead of re-
warding the poor, it rewards the power-
ful.’’

I agree with the gentleman from
Pennsylvania that corporate welfare
deserves all the attention we can give
it to bring it into the light.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume. I
would like to echo the comments that
were made by the gentleman from Wis-
consin and give a quote so that we
know where the figure came from. Pro-
fessor Thomas D. Hopkins, Interim
Dean, College of Business at the Roch-
ester Institute of Technology is the
gentleman that estimated the total
regulatory cost in the United States
will be over $700 billion a year.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this fair rule so that the House
may continue this important legisla-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time, and I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 798

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to be removed from
cosponsorship of H.R. 798.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TERRY). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, JULY
26, 1999

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 12:30 p.m. on Monday next for
morning hour debates.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
f

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the business
in order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday
next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
f

WATER RESOURCES
DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1999

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the Senate bill (S. 507)
to provide for the conservation and de-
velopment of water and related re-
sources, to authorize the Secretary of
the Army to construct various projects
for improvements to rivers and harbors
of the United States, and for other pur-
poses, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.
The Clerk read the Senate bill, as fol-

lows:
S. 507

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Water Resources Development Act of
1999’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
Sec. 2. Definition of Secretary.

TITLE I—WATER RESOURCES PROJECTS

Sec. 101. Project authorizations.
Sec. 102. Project modifications.
Sec. 103. Project deauthorizations.
Sec. 104. Studies.

TITLE II—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 201. Flood hazard mitigation and
riverine ecosystem restoration
program.

Sec. 202. Shore protection.
Sec. 203. Small flood control authority.
Sec. 204. Use of non-Federal funds for com-

piling and disseminating infor-
mation on floods and flood
damages.

Sec. 205. Aquatic ecosystem restoration.
Sec. 206. Beneficial uses of dredged material.
Sec. 207. Voluntary contributions by States

and political subdivisions.
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Sec. 208. Recreation user fees.
Sec. 209. Water resources development stud-

ies for the Pacific region.
Sec. 210. Missouri and Middle Mississippi

Rivers enhancement project.
Sec. 211. Outer Continental Shelf.
Sec. 212. Environmental dredging.
Sec. 213. Benefit of primary flood damages

avoided included in benefit-cost
analysis.

Sec. 214. Control of aquatic plant growth.
Sec. 215. Environmental infrastructure.
Sec. 216. Watershed management, restora-

tion, and development.
Sec. 217. Lakes program.
Sec. 218. Sediments decontamination policy.
Sec. 219. Disposal of dredged material on

beaches.
Sec. 220. Fish and wildlife mitigation.
Sec. 221. Reimbursement of non-Federal in-

terest.
Sec. 222. National Contaminated Sediment

Task Force.
Sec. 223. John Glenn Great Lakes Basin pro-

gram.
Sec. 224. Projects for improvement of the

environment.
Sec. 225. Water quality, environmental qual-

ity, recreation, fish and wild-
life, flood control, and naviga-
tion.

Sec. 226. Irrigation diversion protection and
fisheries enhancement assist-
ance.

Sec. 227. Small storm damage reduction
projects.

Sec. 228. Shore damage prevention or miti-
gation.

Sec. 229. Atlantic coast of New York.
Sec. 230. Accelerated adoption of innovative

technologies for contaminated
sediments.

Sec. 231. Mississippi River Commission.
Sec. 232. Use of private enterprises.

TITLE III—PROJECT-RELATED
PROVISIONS

Sec. 301. Dredging of salt ponds in the State
of Rhode Island.

Sec. 302. Upper Susquehanna River basin,
Pennsylvania and New York.

Sec. 303. Small flood control projects.
Sec. 304. Small navigation projects.
Sec. 305. Streambank protection projects.
Sec. 306. Aquatic ecosystem restoration,

Springfield, Oregon.
Sec. 307. Guilford and New Haven, Con-

necticut.
Sec. 308. Francis Bland Floodway Ditch.
Sec. 309. Caloosahatchee River basin, Flor-

ida.
Sec. 310. Cumberland, Maryland, flood

project mitigation.
Sec. 311. City of Miami Beach, Florida.
Sec. 312. Sardis Reservoir, Oklahoma.
Sec. 313. Upper Mississippi River and Illinois

waterway system navigation
modernization.

Sec. 314. Upper Mississippi River manage-
ment.

Sec. 315. Research and development program
for Columbia and Snake Rivers
salmon survival.

Sec. 316. Nine Mile Run habitat restoration,
Pennsylvania.

Sec. 317. Larkspur Ferry Channel, Cali-
fornia.

Sec. 318. Comprehensive Flood Impact-Re-
sponse Modeling System.

Sec. 319. Study regarding innovative financ-
ing for small and medium-sized
ports.

Sec. 320. Candy Lake project, Osage County,
Oklahoma.

Sec. 321. Salcha River and Piledriver
Slough, Fairbanks, Alaska.

Sec. 322. Eyak River, Cordova, Alaska.
Sec. 323. North Padre Island storm damage

reduction and environmental
restoration project.

Sec. 324. Kanopolis Lake, Kansas.
Sec. 325. New York City watershed.
Sec. 326. City of Charlevoix reimbursement,

Michigan.
Sec. 327. Hamilton Dam flood control

project, Michigan.
Sec. 328. Holes Creek flood control project,

Ohio.
Sec. 329. Overflow management facility,

Rhode Island.
Sec. 330. Anacostia River aquatic ecosystem

restoration, District of Colum-
bia and Maryland.

Sec. 331. Everglades and south Florida eco-
system restoration.

Sec. 332. Pine Flat Dam, Kings River, Cali-
fornia.

Sec. 333. Levees in Elba and Geneva, Ala-
bama.

Sec. 334. Toronto Lake and El Dorado Lake,
Kansas.

Sec. 335. San Jacinto disposal area, Gal-
veston, Texas.

Sec. 336. Environmental infrastructure.
Sec. 337. Water monitoring station.
Sec. 338. Upper Mississippi River com-

prehensive plan.
Sec. 339. McNary Lock and Dam, Wash-

ington.
Sec. 340. McNary National Wildlife Refuge.

TITLE IV—CHEYENNE RIVER SIOUX
TRIBE, LOWER BRULE SIOUX TRIBE,
AND STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA TER-
RESTRIAL WILDLIFE HABITAT RES-
TORATION

Sec. 401. Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe, Lower
Brule Sioux Tribe, and State of
South Dakota Terrestrial Wild-
life Habitat Restoration.

SEC. 2. DEFINITION OF SECRETARY.
In this Act, the term ‘‘Secretary’’ means

the Secretary of the Army.

TITLE I—WATER RESOURCES PROJECTS
SEC. 101. PROJECT AUTHORIZATIONS.

(a) PROJECTS WITH CHIEF’S REPORTS.—The
following projects for water resources devel-
opment and conservation and other purposes
are authorized to be carried out by the Sec-
retary substantially in accordance with the
plans, and subject to the conditions, de-
scribed in the respective reports designated
in this section:

(1) SAND POINT HARBOR, ALASKA.—The
project for navigation, Sand Point Harbor,
Alaska: Report of the Chief of Engineers
dated October 13, 1998, at a total cost of
$11,760,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$6,964,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost
of $4,796,000.

(2) RIO SALADO (SALT RIVER), ARIZONA.—The
project for environmental restoration, Rio
Salado (Salt River), Arizona: Report of the
Chief of Engineers dated August 20, 1998, at a
total cost of $88,048,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of $56,355,000 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $31,693,000.

(3) TUCSON DRAINAGE AREA, ARIZONA.—The
project for flood damage reduction, environ-
mental restoration, and recreation, Tucson
drainage area, Arizona: Report of the Chief
of Engineers dated May 20, 1998, at a total
cost of $29,900,000, with an estimated Federal
cost of $16,768,000 and an estimated non-Fed-
eral cost of $13,132,000.

(4) AMERICAN RIVER WATERSHED, CALI-
FORNIA.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for flood
damage reduction described as the Folsom
Stepped Release Plan in the Corps of Engi-
neers Supplemental Information Report for
the American River Watershed Project, Cali-
fornia, dated March 1996, at a total cost of
$505,400,000, with an estimated Federal cost
of $329,300,000 and an estimated non-Federal
cost of $176,100,000.

(B) IMPLEMENTATION.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—Implementation of the
measures by the Secretary pursuant to sub-
paragraph (A) shall be undertaken after com-
pletion of the levee stabilization and
strengthening and flood warning features au-
thorized by section 101(a)(1) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1996 (110 Stat.
3662).

(ii) FOLSOM DAM AND RESERVOIR.—The Sec-
retary may undertake measures at the Fol-
som Dam and Reservoir authorized under
subparagraph (A) only after reviewing the
design of such measures to determine if
modifications are necessary to account for
changed hydrologic conditions and any other
changed conditions in the project area, in-
cluding operational and construction im-
pacts that have occurred since completion of
the report referred to in subparagraph (A).
The Secretary shall conduct the review and
develop the modifications to the Folsom
Dam and Reservoir with the full participa-
tion of the Secretary of the Interior.

(iii) REMAINING DOWNSTREAM ELEMENTS.—
(I) IN GENERAL.—Implementation of the re-

maining downstream elements authorized
pursuant to subparagraph (A) may be under-
taken only after the Secretary, in consulta-
tion with affected Federal, State, regional,
and local entities, has reviewed the elements
to determine if modifications are necessary
to address changes in the hydrologic condi-
tions, any other changed conditions in the
project area that have occurred since com-
pletion of the report referred to in subpara-
graph (A) and any design modifications for
the Folsom Dam and Reservoir made by the
Secretary in implementing the measures re-
ferred to in clause (ii), and has issued a re-
port on the review.

(II) PRINCIPLES AND GUIDELINES.—The re-
view shall be prepared in accordance with
the economic and environmental principles
and guidelines for water and related land re-
sources implementation studies, and no con-
struction may be initiated unless the Sec-
retary determines that the remaining down-
stream elements are technically sound, envi-
ronmentally acceptable, and economically
justified.

(5) LLAGAS CREEK, CALIFORNIA.—The
project for completion of the remaining
reaches of the Natural Resources Conserva-
tion Service flood control project at Llagas
Creek, California, undertaken pursuant to
section 5 of the Watershed Protection and
Flood Prevention Act (16 U.S.C. 1005), sub-
stantially in accordance with the require-
ments of local cooperation as specified in
section 4 of that Act (16 U.S.C. 1004) at a
total cost of $45,000,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of $21,800,000 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $23,200,000.

(6) SOUTH SACRAMENTO COUNTY STREAMS,
CALIFORNIA.—The project for flood control,
environmental restoration, and recreation,
South Sacramento County streams, Cali-
fornia: Report of the Chief of Engineers
dated October 6, 1998, at a total cost of
$65,500,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$41,200,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost
of $24,300,000.

(7) UPPER GUADALUPE RIVER, CALIFORNIA.—
Construction of the locally preferred plan for
flood damage reduction and recreation,
Upper Guadalupe River, California, described
as the Bypass Channel Plan of the Chief of
Engineers dated August 19, 1998, at a total
cost of $137,600,000, with an estimated Fed-
eral cost of $44,000,000 and an estimated non-
Federal cost of $93,600,000.

(8) YUBA RIVER BASIN, CALIFORNIA.—The
project for flood damage reduction, Yuba
River Basin, California: Report of the Chief
of Engineers dated November 25, 1998, at a
total cost of $26,600,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of $17,350,000 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $9,250,000.
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(9) DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE: DELAWARE

AND NEW JERSEY-BROADKILL BEACH, DELA-
WARE.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for hurricane
and storm damage reduction and shore pro-
tection, Delaware Bay coastline: Delaware
and New Jersey-Broadkill Beach, Delaware,
Report of the Chief of Engineers dated Au-
gust 17, 1998, at a total cost of $9,049,000, with
an estimated Federal cost of $5,674,000 and an
estimated non-Federal cost of $3,375,000.

(B) PERIODIC NOURISHMENT.—Periodic nour-
ishment is authorized for a 50-year period at
an estimated average annual cost of $538,200,
with an estimated annual Federal cost of
$349,800 and an estimated annual non-Federal
cost of $188,400.

(10) DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE: DELAWARE
AND NEW JERSEY-PORT MAHON, DELAWARE.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for ecosystem
restoration and shore protection, Delaware
Bay coastline: Delaware and New Jersey-
Port Mahon, Delaware: Report of the Chief of
Engineers dated September 28, 1998, at a
total cost of $7,644,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of $4,969,000 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $2,675,000.

(B) PERIODIC NOURISHMENT.—Periodic nour-
ishment is authorized for a 50-year period at
an estimated average annual cost of $234,000,
with an estimated annual Federal cost of
$152,000 and an estimated annual non-Federal
cost of $82,000.

(11) HILLSBORO AND OKEECHOBEE AQUIFER
STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT, FLORIDA.—
The project for aquifer storage and recovery
described in the Corps of Engineers Central
and Southern Florida Water Supply Study,
Florida, dated April 1989, and in House Docu-
ment 369, dated July 30, 1968, at a total cost
of $27,000,000, with an estimated Federal cost
of $13,500,000 and an estimated non-Federal
cost of $13,500,000.

(12) INDIAN RIVER COUNTY, FLORIDA.—Not-
withstanding section 1001(a) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C.
579a(a)), the project for shoreline protection,
Indian River County, Florida, authorized by
section 501(a) of that Act (100 Stat. 4134),
shall remain authorized for construction
through December 31, 2002.

(13) LIDO KEY BEACH, SARASOTA, FLORIDA.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for shore pro-

tection at Lido Key Beach, Sarasota, Flor-
ida, authorized by section 101 of the River
and Harbor Act of 1970 (84 Stat. 1819) and de-
authorized by operation of section 1001(b) of
the Water Resources Development Act of
1986 (33 U.S.C. 579a(b)), is authorized to be
carried out by the Secretary at a total cost
of $5,200,000, with an estimated Federal cost
of $3,380,000 and an estimated non-Federal
cost of $1,820,000.

(B) PERIODIC NOURISHMENT.—Periodic nour-
ishment is authorized for a 50-year period at
an estimated average annual cost of $602,000,
with an estimated annual Federal cost of
$391,000 and an estimated annual non-Federal
cost of $211,000.

(14) TAMPA HARBOR-BIG BEND CHANNEL,
FLORIDA.—The project for navigation, Tampa
Harbor-Big Bend Channel, Florida: Report of
the Chief of Engineers dated October 13, 1998,
at a total cost of $12,356,000, with an esti-
mated Federal cost of $6,235,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $6,121,000.

(15) BRUNSWICK HARBOR, GEORGIA.—The
project for navigation, Brunswick Harbor,
Georgia: Report of the Chief of Engineers
dated October 6, 1998, at a total cost of
$50,717,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$32,966,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost
of $17,751,000.

(16) BEARGRASS CREEK, KENTUCKY.—The
project for flood damage reduction,
Beargrass Creek, Kentucky: Report of the
Chief of Engineers dated May 12, 1998, at a
total cost of $11,172,000, with an estimated

Federal cost of $7,262,000 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $3,910,000.

(17) AMITE RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, LOU-
ISIANA, EAST BATON ROUGE PARISH WATER-
SHED.—The project for flood damage reduc-
tion and recreation, Amite River and Tribu-
taries, Louisiana, East Baton Rouge Parish
Watershed: Report of the Chief of Engineers,
dated December 23, 1996, at a total cost of
$112,900,000, with an estimated Federal cost
of $73,400,000 and an estimated non-Federal
cost of $39,500,000.

(18) BALTIMORE HARBOR ANCHORAGES AND
CHANNELS, MARYLAND AND VIRGINIA.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for naviga-
tion, Baltimore Harbor Anchorages and
Channels, Maryland and Virginia, Report of
the Chief of Engineers dated June 8, 1998, at
a total cost of $28,426,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of $18,994,000 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $9,432,000.

(B) CREDIT OR REIMBURSEMENT.—If a
project cooperation agreement is entered
into, the non-Federal interest shall receive
credit or reimbursement of the Federal share
of project costs for construction work per-
formed by the non-Federal interest before
execution of the project cooperation agree-
ment if the Secretary finds the work to be
integral to the project.

(C) STUDY OF MODIFICATIONS.—During the
preconstruction engineering and design
phase of the project, the Secretary shall con-
duct a study to determine the feasibility of
undertaking further modifications to the
Dundalk Marine Terminal access channels,
consisting of—

(i) deepening and widening the Dundalk ac-
cess channels to a depth of 50 feet and a
width of 500 feet;

(ii) widening the flares of the access chan-
nels; and

(iii) providing a new flare on the west side
of the entrance to the east access channel.

(D) REPORT.—
(i) IN GENERAL.—Not later than March 1,

2000, the Secretary shall submit to Congress
a report on the study under subparagraph
(C).

(ii) CONTENTS.—The report shall include a
determination of—

(I) the feasibility of performing the project
modifications described in subparagraph (C);
and

(II) the appropriateness of crediting or re-
imbursing the Federal share of the cost of
the work performed by the non-Federal in-
terest on the project modifications.

(19) RED LAKE RIVER AT CROOKSTON, MIN-
NESOTA.—The project for flood damage re-
duction, Red Lake River at Crookston, Min-
nesota: Report of the Chief of Engineers,
dated April 20, 1998, at a total cost of
$8,950,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$5,720,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost
of $3,230,000.

(20) NEW JERSEY SHORE PROTECTION, TOWN-
SENDS INLET TO CAPE MAY INLET, NEW JER-
SEY.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for hurricane
and storm damage reduction, ecosystem res-
toration, and shore protection, New Jersey
coastline, Townsends Inlet to Cape May
Inlet, New Jersey: Report of the Chief of En-
gineers dated September 28, 1998, at a total
cost of $56,503,000, with an estimated Federal
cost of $36,727,000 and an estimated non-Fed-
eral cost of $19,776,000.

(B) PERIODIC NOURISHMENT.—Periodic nour-
ishment is authorized for a 50-year period at
an estimated average annual cost of
$2,000,000, with an estimated annual Federal
cost of $1,300,000 and an estimated annual
non-Federal cost of $700,000.

(21) PARK RIVER, NORTH DAKOTA.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the condition

stated in subparagraph (B), the project for
flood control, Park River, Grafton, North

Dakota, authorized by section 401(a) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986
(100 Stat. 4121) and deauthorized under sec-
tion 1001(a) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 579a), at a total
cost of $28,100,000, with an estimated Federal
cost of $18,265,000 and an estimated non-Fed-
eral cost of $9,835,000.

(B) CONDITION.—No construction may be
initiated unless the Secretary determines
through a general reevaluation report using
current data, that the project is technically
sound, environmentally acceptable, and eco-
nomically justified.

(22) SALT CREEK, GRAHAM, TEXAS.—The
project for flood control, environmental res-
toration, and recreation, Salt Creek,
Graham, Texas: Report of the Chief of Engi-
neers dated October 6, 1998, at a total cost of
$10,080,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$6,560,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost
of $3,520,000.

(b) PROJECTS SUBJECT TO A FINAL RE-
PORT.—The following projects for water re-
sources development and conservation and
other purposes are authorized to be carried
out by the Secretary substantially in accord-
ance with the plans, and subject to the con-
ditions recommended in a final report of the
Chief of Engineers as approved by the Sec-
retary, if a favorable report of the Chief is
completed not later than December 31, 1999:

(1) NOME HARBOR IMPROVEMENTS, ALASKA.—
The project for navigation, Nome Harbor Im-
provements, Alaska, at a total cost of
$24,608,000, with an estimated first Federal
cost of $19,660,000 and an estimated first non-
Federal cost of $4,948,000.

(2) SEWARD HARBOR, ALASKA.—The project
for navigation, Seward Harbor, Alaska, at a
total cost of $12,240,000, with an estimated
first Federal cost of $4,364,000 and an esti-
mated first non-Federal cost of $7,876,000.

(3) ARROYO PASAJERO, CALIFORNIA..—The
project for flood damage reduction, Arroyo
Pasajero, California, at a total cost of
$260,700,000, with an estimated first Federal
cost of $170,100,000 and an estimated first
non-Federal cost of $90,600,000.

(4) HAMILTON AIRFIELD WETLAND RESTORA-
TION, CALIFORNIA.—The project for environ-
mental restoration at Hamilton Airfield,
California, at a total cost of $55,200,000, with
an estimated Federal cost of $41,400,000 and
an estimated non-Federal cost of $13,800,000.

(5) OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for naviga-

tion and environmental restoration, Oak-
land, California, at a total cost of
$214,340,000, with an estimated Federal cost
of $143,450,000 and an estimated non-Federal
cost of $70,890,000.

(B) BERTHING AREAS AND OTHER LOCAL
SERVICE FACILITIES.—The non-Federal inter-
ests shall provide berthing areas and other
local service facilities necessary for the
project at an estimated cost of $42,310,000.

(6) SUCCESS DAM, TULE RIVER BASIN, CALI-
FORNIA.—The project for flood damage reduc-
tion and water supply, Success Dam, Tule
River basin, California, at a total cost of
$17,900,000, with an estimated first Federal
cost of $11,635,000 and an estimated first non-
Federal cost of $6,265,000.

(7) DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE: DELAWARE
AND NEW JERSEY-ROOSEVELT INLET-LEWES
BEACH, DELAWARE.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for naviga-
tion mitigation, shore protection, and hurri-
cane and storm damage reduction, Delaware
Bay coastline: Delaware and New Jersey-
Roosevelt Inlet-Lewes Beach, Delaware, at a
total cost of $3,393,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of $2,620,000 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $773,000.

(B) PERIODIC NOURISHMENT.—Periodic nour-
ishment is authorized for a 50-year period at
an estimated average annual cost of $196,000,
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with an estimated annual Federal cost of
$152,000 and an estimated annual non-Federal
cost of $44,000.

(8) DELAWARE COAST FROM CAPE HENELOPEN
TO FENWICK ISLAND, BETHANY BEACH/SOUTH
BETHANY BEACH, DELAWARE.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for hurricane
and storm damage reduction and shore pro-
tection, Delaware Coast from Cape
Henelopen to Fenwick Island, Bethany
Beach/South Bethany Beach, Delaware, at a
total cost of $22,205,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of $14,433,000 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $7,772,000.

(B) PERIODIC NOURISHMENT.—Periodic nour-
ishment is authorized for a 50-year period at
an estimated average annual cost of
$1,584,000, with an estimated annual Federal
cost of $1,030,000 and an estimated annual
non-Federal cost of $554,000.

(9) JACKSONVILLE HARBOR, FLORIDA.—The
project for navigation, Jacksonville Harbor,
Florida, at a total cost of $26,116,000, with an
estimated Federal cost of $9,129,000 and an
estimated non-Federal cost of $16,987,000.

(10) LITTLE TALBOT ISLAND, DUVAL COUNTY,
FLORIDA.—The project for hurricane and
storm damage prevention and shore protec-
tion, Little Talbot Island, Duval County,
Florida, at a total cost of $5,915,000, with an
estimated Federal cost of $3,839,000 and an
estimated non-Federal cost of $2,076,000.

(11) PONCE DE LEON INLET, VOLUSIA COUNTY,
FLORIDA.—The project for navigation and
recreation, Ponce de Leon Inlet, Volusia
County, Florida, at a total cost of $5,454,000,
with an estimated Federal cost of $2,988,000
and an estimated non-Federal cost of
$2,466,000.

(12) SAVANNAH HARBOR EXPANSION, GEOR-
GIA.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph
(B), the Secretary may carry out the project
for navigation, Savannah Harbor expansion,
Georgia, substantially in accordance with
the plans, and subject to the conditions, rec-
ommended in a final report of the Chief of
Engineers, with such modifications as the
Secretary deems appropriate, at a total cost
of $230,174,000 (of which amount a portion is
authorized for implementation of the mitiga-
tion plan), with an estimated Federal cost of
$145,160,000 and an estimated non-Federal
cost of $85,014,000.

(B) CONDITIONS.—The project authorized by
subparagraph (A) may be carried out only
after—

(i) the Secretary, in consultation with af-
fected Federal, State, regional, and local en-
tities, has reviewed and approved an Envi-
ronmental Impact Statement that includes—

(I) an analysis of the impacts of project
depth alternatives ranging from 42 feet
through 48 feet; and

(II) a selected plan for navigation and asso-
ciated mitigation plan as required by section
906(a) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2283); and

(ii) the Secretary of the Interior, the Sec-
retary of Commerce, and the Administrator
of the Environmental Protection Agency,
with the Secretary, have approved the se-
lected plan and have determined that the
mitigation plan adequately addresses the po-
tential environmental impacts of the
project.

(C) MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS.—The miti-
gation plan shall be implemented in advance
of or concurrently with construction of the
project.

(13) TURKEY CREEK BASIN, KANSAS CITY, MIS-
SOURI AND KANSAS CITY, KANSAS.—The project
for flood damage reduction, Turkey Creek
Basin, Kansas City, Missouri, and Kansas
City, Kansas, at a total cost of $42,875,000
with an estimated Federal cost of $25,596,000
and an estimated non-Federal cost of
$17,279,000.

(14) DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE, OAKWOOD
BEACH, NEW JERSEY.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for hurricane
and storm damage reduction, Delaware Bay
coastline, Oakwood Beach, New Jersey, at a
total cost of $3,380,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of $2,197,000 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $1,183,000.

(B) PERIODIC NOURISHMENT.—Periodic nour-
ishment is authorized for a 50-year period at
an estimated average annual cost of $90,000,
with an estimated annual Federal cost of
$58,000 and an estimated annual non-Federal
cost of $32,000.

(15) DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE, REEDS BEACH
AND PIERCES POINT, NEW JERSEY.—The project
for environmental restoration, Delaware Bay
coastline, Reeds Beach and Pierces Point,
New Jersey, at a total cost of $4,057,000, with
an estimated Federal cost of $2,637,000 and an
estimated non-Federal cost of $1,420,000.

(16) DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE, VILLAS AND
VICINITY, NEW JERSEY.—The project for envi-
ronmental restoration, Delaware Bay coast-
line, Villas and vicinity, New Jersey, at a
total cost of $7,520,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of $4,888,000 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $2,632,000.

(17) LOWER CAPE MAY MEADOWS, CAPE MAY
POINT, NEW JERSEY.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for naviga-
tion mitigation, ecosystem restoration,
shore protection, and hurricane and storm
damage reduction, Lower Cape May Mead-
ows, Cape May Point, New Jersey, at a total
cost of $15,952,000, with an estimated Federal
cost of $12,118,000 and an estimated non-Fed-
eral cost of $3,834,000.

(B) PERIODIC NOURISHMENT.—Periodic nour-
ishment is authorized for a 50-year period at
an estimated average annual cost of
$1,114,000, with an estimated annual Federal
cost of $897,000 and an estimated annual non-
Federal cost of $217,000.

(18) NEW JERSEY SHORE PROTECTION, BRIGAN-
TINE INLET TO GREAT EGG HARBOR, BRIGANTINE
ISLAND, NEW JERSEY.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for hurricane
and storm damage reduction and shore pro-
tection, New Jersey Shore protection, Brig-
antine Inlet to Great Egg Harbor, Brigantine
Island, New Jersey, at a total cost of
$4,970,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$3,230,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost
of $1,740,000.

(B) PERIODIC NOURISHMENT.—Periodic nour-
ishment is authorized for a 50-year period at
an estimated average annual cost of $465,000,
with an estimated annual Federal cost of
$302,000 and an estimated annual non-Federal
cost of $163,000.

(19) COLUMBIA RIVER CHANNEL DEEPENING,
OREGON AND WASHINGTON.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for naviga-
tion, Columbia River channel deepening, Or-
egon and Washington, at a total cost of
$176,700,000, with an estimated Federal cost
of $116,900,000 and an estimated non-Federal
cost of $59,800,000.

(B) BERTHING AREAS AND OTHER LOCAL
SERVICE FACILITIES.—The non-Federal inter-
ests shall provide berthing areas and other
local service facilities necessary for the
project at an estimated cost of $1,200,000.

(20) MEMPHIS HARBOR, MEMPHIS, TEN-
NESSEE.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph
(B), the project for navigation, Memphis Har-
bor, Memphis, Tennessee, authorized by sec-
tion 601(a) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4145) and de-
authorized under section 1001(a) of that Act
(33 U.S.C. 579a(a)) is authorized to be carried
out by the Secretary.

(B) CONDITION.—No construction may be
initiated unless the Secretary determines
through a general reevaluation report using
current data, that the project is technically

sound, environmentally acceptable, and eco-
nomically justified.

(21) JOHNSON CREEK, ARLINGTON, TEXAS.—
The project for flood damage reduction, envi-
ronmental restoration, and recreation, John-
son Creek, Arlington, Texas, at a total cost
of $20,300,000, with an estimated Federal cost
of $12,000,000 and an estimated non-Federal
cost of $8,300,000.

(22) HOWARD HANSON DAM, WASHINGTON.—
The project for water supply and ecosystem
restoration, Howard Hanson Dam, Wash-
ington, at a total cost of $75,600,000, with an
estimated Federal cost of $36,900,000 and an
estimated non-Federal cost of $38,700,000.
SEC. 102. PROJECT MODIFICATIONS.

(a) PROJECTS WITH REPORTS.—
(1) SAN LORENZO RIVER, CALIFORNIA.—The

project for flood control, San Lorenzo River,
California, authorized by section 101(a)(5) of
the Water Resources Development Act of
1996 (110 Stat. 3663), is modified to authorize
the Secretary to include as a part of the
project streambank erosion control meas-
ures to be undertaken substantially in ac-
cordance with the report entitled ‘‘Bank Sta-
bilization Concept, Laurel Street Exten-
sion’’, dated April 23, 1998, at a total cost of
$4,000,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$2,600,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost
of $1,400,000.

(2) ST. JOHNS COUNTY SHORE PROTECTION,
FLORIDA.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for hurricane
and storm damage reduction and shore pro-
tection, St. Johns County, Florida, author-
ized by section 501(a) of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4133) is
modified to authorize the Secretary to in-
clude navigation mitigation as a purpose of
the project in accordance with the report of
the Corps of Engineers dated November 18,
1998, at a total cost of $16,086,000, with an es-
timated Federal cost of $12,949,000 and an es-
timated non-Federal cost of $3,137,000.

(B) PERIODIC NOURISHMENT.—Periodic nour-
ishment is authorized for a 50-year period at
an estimated average annual cost of
$1,251,000, with an estimated annual Federal
cost of $1,007,000 and an estimated annual
non-Federal cost of $244,000.

(3) WOOD RIVER, GRAND ISLAND, NEBRASKA.—
The project for flood control, Wood River,
Grand Island, Nebraska, authorized by sec-
tion 101(a)(19) of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3665) is modified
to authorize the Secretary to construct the
project in accordance with the Corps of Engi-
neers report dated June 29, 1998, at a total
cost of $17,039,000, with an estimated Federal
cost of $9,730,000 and an estimated non-Fed-
eral cost of $7,309,000.

(4) ABSECON ISLAND, NEW JERSEY.—The
project for Absecon Island, New Jersey, au-
thorized by section 101(b)(13) of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1996 (110 Stat.
3668) is amended to authorize the Secretary
to reimburse the non-Federal interests for
all work performed, consistent with the au-
thorized project.

(5) ARTHUR KILL, NEW YORK AND NEW JER-
SEY.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for naviga-
tion, Arthur Kill, New York and New Jersey,
authorized by section 202(b) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986 (100 Stat.
4098) and modified by section 301(b)(11) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1996
(110 Stat. 3711), is further modified to author-
ize the Secretary to construct the project at
a total cost of $276,800,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of $183,200,000 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $93,600,000.

(B) BERTHING AREAS AND OTHER LOCAL
SERVICE FACILITIES.—The non-Federal inter-
ests shall provide berthing areas and other
local service facilities necessary for the
project at an estimated cost of $38,900,000.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH6306 July 22, 1999
(6) WAURIKA LAKE, OKLAHOMA, WATER CON-

VEYANCE FACILITIES.—The requirement for
the Waurika Project Master Conservancy
District to repay the $2,900,000 in costs (in-
cluding interest) resulting from the October
1991 settlement of the claim of the Travelers
Insurance Company before the United States
Claims Court related to construction of the
water conveyance facilities authorized by
the first section of Public Law 88–253 (77
Stat. 841) is waived.

(b) PROJECTS SUBJECT TO REPORTS.—The
following projects are modified as follows,
except that no funds may be obligated to
carry out work under such modifications
until completion of a final report by the
Chief of Engineers, as approved by the Sec-
retary, finding that such work is technically
sound, environmentally acceptable, and eco-
nomically justified, as applicable:

(1) FORT PIERCE SHORE PROTECTION, FLOR-
IDA.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Fort Pierce, Florida,
shore protection and harbor mitigation
project authorized by section 301 of the River
and Harbor Act of 1965 (79 Stat. 1092) and sec-
tion 506(a)(2) of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3757) is modified
to include an additional 1-mile extension of
the project and increased Federal participa-
tion in accordance with section 101(c) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (33
U.S.C. 2211(c)), as described in the general re-
evaluation report approved by the Chief of
Engineers, at an estimated total cost of
$9,128,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$7,074,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost
of $2,054,000.

(B) PERIODIC NOURISHMENT.—Periodic nour-
ishment is authorized for a 50-year period for
the modified project, at an estimated annual
cost of $559,000, with an estimated annual
Federal cost of $433,000 and an estimated an-
nual non-Federal cost of $126,000.

(2) THORNTON RESERVOIR, COOK COUNTY, IL-
LINOIS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Thornton Reservoir
project, an element of the project for flood
control, Chicagoland Underflow Plan, Illi-
nois, authorized by section 3(a)(5) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1988
(102 Stat. 4013), is modified to authorize the
Secretary to include additional permanent
flood control storage attributable to the
Natural Resources Conservation Service
Thornton Reservoir (Structure 84), Little
Calumet River Watershed, Illinois, approved
under the Watershed Protection and Flood
Prevention Act (16 U.S.C. 1001 et seq.).

(B) COST SHARING.—Costs for the Thornton
Reservoir project shall be shared in accord-
ance with section 103 of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2213).

(C) TRANSITIONAL STORAGE.—The Secretary
of Agriculture may cooperate with non-Fed-
eral interests to provide, on a transitional
basis, flood control storage for the Natural
Resources Conservation Service Thornton
Reservoir (Structure 84) project in the west
lobe of the Thornton quarry.

(D) CREDITING.—The Secretary may credit
against the non-Federal share of the Thorn-
ton Reservoir project all design and con-
struction costs incurred by the non-Federal
interests before the date of enactment of this
Act.

(E) REEVALUATION REPORT.—The Secretary
shall determine the credits authorized by
subparagraph (D) that are integral to the
Thornton Reservoir project and the current
total project costs based on a limited re-
evaluation report.

(3) WELLS HARBOR, WELLS, MAINE.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for naviga-

tion, Wells Harbor, Maine, authorized by sec-
tion 101 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960
(74 Stat. 480), is modified to authorize the
Secretary to realign the channel and anchor-

age areas based on a harbor design capacity
of 150 craft.

(B) DEAUTHORIZATION OF CERTAIN POR-
TIONS.—The following portions of the project
are not authorized after the date of enact-
ment of this Act:

(i) The portion of the 6-foot channel the
boundaries of which begin at a point with co-
ordinates N177,992.00, E394,831.00, thence run-
ning south 83 degrees 58 minutes 14.8 seconds
west 10.38 feet to a point N177,990.91,
E394,820.68, thence running south 11 degrees
46 minutes 47.7 seconds west 991.76 feet to a
point N177,020.04, E394,618.21, thence running
south 78 degrees 13 minutes 45.7 seconds east
10.00 feet to a point N177,018.00, E394,628.00,
thence running north 11 degrees 46 minutes
22.8 seconds east 994.93 feet to the point of or-
igin.

(ii) The portion of the 6-foot anchorage the
boundaries of which begin at a point with co-
ordinates N177,778.07, E394,336.96, thence run-
ning south 51 degrees 58 minutes 32.7 seconds
west 15.49 feet to a point N177,768.53,
E394,324.76, thence running south 11 degrees
46 minutes 26.5 seconds west 672.87 feet to a
point N177,109.82, E394,187.46, thence running
south 78 degrees 13 minutes 45.7 seconds east
10.00 feet to a point N177,107.78, E394,197.25,
thence running north 11 degrees 46 minutes
25.4 seconds east 684.70 feet to the point of or-
igin.

(iii) The portion of the 10-foot settling
basin the boundaries of which begin at a
point with coordinates N177,107.78,
E394,197.25, thence running north 78 degrees
13 minutes 45.7 seconds west 10.00 feet to a
point N177,109.82, E394,187.46, thence running
south 11 degrees 46 minutes 15.7 seconds west
300.00 feet to a point N176,816.13, E394,126.26,
thence running south 78 degrees 12 minutes
21.4 seconds east 9.98 feet to a point
N176,814.09, E394,136.03, thence running north
11 degrees 46 minutes 29.1 seconds east 300.00
feet to the point of origin.

(iv) The portion of the 10-foot settling
basin the boundaries of which begin at a
point with coordinates N177,018.00,
E394,628.00, thence running north 78 degrees
13 minutes 45.7 seconds west 10.00 feet to a
point N177,020.04, E394,618.21, thence running
south 11 degrees 46 minutes 44.0 seconds west
300.00 feet to a point N176,726.36, E394,556.97,
thence running south 78 degrees 12 minutes
30.3 seconds east 10.03 feet to a point
N176,724.31, E394,566.79, thence running north
11 degrees 46 minutes 22.4 seconds east 300.00
feet to the point of origin.

(C) REDESIGNATIONS AS PART OF THE 6-FOOT
ANCHORAGE.—The following portions of the
project shall be redesignated as part of the 6-
foot anchorage:

(i) The portion of the 6-foot channel the
boundaries of which begin at a point with co-
ordinates N177,990.91, E394,820.68, thence run-
ning south 83 degrees 58 minutes 40.8 seconds
west 94.65 feet to a point N177,980.98,
E394,726.55, thence running south 11 degrees
46 minutes 22.4 seconds west 962.83 feet to a
point N177,038.40, E394,530.10, thence running
south 78 degrees 13 minutes 45.7 seconds east
90.00 feet to a point N177,020.04, E394,618.21,
thence running north 11 degrees 46 minutes
47.7 seconds east 991.76 feet to the point of or-
igin.

(ii) The portion of the 10-foot inner harbor
settling basin the boundaries of which begin
at a point with coordinates N177,020.04,
E394,618.21, thence running north 78 degrees
13 minutes 30.5 seconds west 160.00 feet to a
point N177,052.69, E394,461.58, thence running
south 11 degrees 46 minutes 45.4 seconds west
299.99 feet to a point N176,759.02, E394,400.34,
thence running south 78 degrees 13 minutes
17.9 seconds east 160 feet to a point
N176,726.36, E394,556.97, thence running north
11 degrees 46 minutes 44.0 seconds east 300.00
feet to the point of origin.

(D) REDESIGNATION AS PART OF THE 6-FOOT
CHANNEL.—The following portion of the
project shall be redesignated as part of the 6-
foot channel: the portion the boundaries of
which begin at a point with coordinates
N178,102.26, E394,751.83, thence running south
51 degrees 59 minutes 42.1 seconds west 526.51
feet to a point N177,778.07, E394,336.96, thence
running south 11 degrees 46 minutes 26.6 sec-
onds west 511.83 feet to a point N177,277.01,
E394,232.52, thence running south 78 degrees
13 minutes 17.9 seconds east 80.00 feet to a
point N177,260.68, E394,310.84, thence running
north 11 degrees 46 minutes 24.8 seconds east
482.54 feet to a point N177,733.07, E394,409.30,
thence running north 51 degrees 59 minutes
41.0 seconds east 402.63 feet to a point
N177,980.98, E394,726.55, thence running north
11 degrees 46 minutes 27.6 seconds east 123.89
feet to the point of origin.

(E) REALIGNMENT.—The portion of the
project described in subparagraph (D) shall
be realigned to include the area located
south of the inner harbor settling basin in
existence on the date of enactment of this
Act beginning at a point with coordinates
N176,726.36, E394,556.97, thence running north
78 degrees 13 minutes 17.9 seconds west 160.00
feet to a point N176,759.02, E394,400.34, thence
running south 11 degrees 47 minutes 03.8 sec-
onds west 45 feet to a point N176,714.97,
E394,391.15, thence running south 78 degrees
13 minutes 17.9 seconds 160.00 feet to a point
N176,682.31, E394,547.78, thence running north
11 degrees 47 minutes 03.8 seconds east 45 feet
to the point of origin.

(F) RELOCATION.—The Secretary may relo-
cate the settling basin feature of the project
to the outer harbor between the jetties.

(G) CONSERVATION EASEMENT.—The Sec-
retary of the Interior, acting through the Di-
rector of the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service, may accept a conveyance of the
right, but not the obligation, to enforce a
conservation easement to be held by the
State of Maine over certain land owned by
the town of Wells, Maine, that is adjacent to
the Rachel Carson National Wildlife Refuge.

(4) NEW YORK HARBOR AND ADJACENT CHAN-
NELS, PORT JERSEY, NEW JERSEY.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for naviga-
tion, New York Harbor and adjacent chan-
nels, Port Jersey, New Jersey, authorized by
section 201(b) of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4091), is modi-
fied to authorize the Secretary to construct
the project at a total cost of $102,545,000,
with an estimated Federal cost of $76,909,000
and an estimated non-Federal cost of
$25,636,000.

(B) BERTHING AREAS AND OTHER LOCAL FA-
CILITIES.—The non-Federal interests shall
provide berthing areas and other local serv-
ice facilities necessary for the project at an
estimated cost of $722,000.

(5) WILLAMETTE RIVER TEMPERATURE CON-
TROL, MCKENZIE SUBBASIN, OREGON.—The
project for environmental restoration, Wil-
lamette River Temperature Control,
McKenzie Subbasin, Oregon, authorized by
section 101(a)(25) of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3665), is
modified to authorize the Secretary to con-
struct the project at a total Federal cost of
$64,741,000.

(6) WHITE RIVER BASIN, ARKANSAS AND MIS-
SOURI.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for flood con-
trol, power generation and other purposes at
the White River Basin, Arkansas and Mis-
souri, authorized by section 4 of the Act of
June 28, 1938 (52 Stat. 1218, chapter 795), and
modified by House Document 917, Seventy-
sixth Congress, Third Session, and House
Document 290, Seventy-seventh Congress,
First Session, approved August 18, 1941, and
House Document 499, Eighty-third Congress,
Second Session, approved September 3, 1954,
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and by section 304 of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3711) is
modified to authorize the Secretary to pro-
vide minimum flows necessary to sustain
tail water trout fisheries by reallocating the
following amounts of project storage: Beaver
Lake, 3.5 feet; Table Rock, 2 feet; Bull Shoals
Lake, 5 feet; Norfork Lake, 3.5 feet; and
Greers Ferry Lake, 3 feet. The Secretary
shall complete such report and submit it to
the Congress by July 30, 2000.

(B) REPORT.—The report of the Chief of En-
gineers, required by this subsection, shall
also include a determination that the modi-
fication of the project in subparagraph (A)
does not adversely affect other authorized
project purposes, and that no Federal costs
are incurred.

(c) BEAVER LAKE, ARKANSAS, WATER SUP-
PLY STORAGE REALLOCATION.—The Secretary
shall reallocate approximately 31,000 addi-
tional acre-feet at Beaver Lake, Arkansas, to
water supply storage at no cost to the Bea-
ver Water District or the Carroll-Boone
Water District, except that at no time shall
the bottom of the conservation pool be at an
elevation that is less than 1,076 feet, NGVD.

(d) TOLCHESTER CHANNEL S-TURN, BALTI-
MORE, MARYLAND.—The project for naviga-
tion, Baltimore Harbor and Channels, Mary-
land, authorized by section 101 of the River
and Harbor Act of 1958 (72 Stat. 297), is modi-
fied to direct the Secretary to straighten the
Tolchester Channel S-turn as part of project
maintenance.

(e) TROPICANA WASH AND FLAMINGO WASH,
NEVADA.—Any Federal costs associated with
the Tropicana and Flamingo Washes, Ne-
vada, authorized by section 101(13) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1992
(106 Stat. 4803), incurred by the non-Federal
interest to accelerate or modify construction
of the project, in cooperation with the Corps
of Engineers, shall be considered to be eligi-
ble for reimbursement by the Secretary.

(f) REDIVERSION PROJECT, COOPER RIVER,
CHARLESTON HARBOR, SOUTH CAROLINA.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The rediversion project,
Cooper River, Charleston Harbor, South
Carolina, authorized by section 101 of the
River and Harbor Act of 1968 (82 Stat. 731)
and modified by title I of the Energy and
Water Development Appropriations Act, 1992
(105 Stat. 517), is modified to authorize the
Secretary to pay the State of South Carolina
not more than $3,750,000, if the State enters
into an agreement with the Secretary pro-
viding that the State shall perform all future
operation of the St. Stephen, South Caro-
lina, fish lift (including associated studies to
assess the efficacy of the fish lift).

(2) CONTENTS.—The agreement shall specify
the terms and conditions under which pay-
ment will be made and the rights of, and
remedies available to, the Secretary to re-
cover all or a portion of the payment if the
State suspends or terminates operation of
the fish lift or fails to perform the operation
in a manner satisfactory to the Secretary.

(3) MAINTENANCE.—Maintenance of the fish
lift shall remain a Federal responsibility.

(g) TRINITY RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES,
TEXAS.—The project for flood control and
navigation, Trinity River and tributaries,
Texas, authorized by section 301 of the River
and Harbor Act of 1965 (79 Stat. 1091), is
modified to add environmental restoration
as a project purpose.

(h) BEACH EROSION CONTROL AND HURRI-
CANE PROTECTION, VIRGINIA BEACH, VIR-
GINIA.—

(1) ACCEPTANCE OF FUNDS.—In any fiscal
year that the Corps of Engineers does not re-
ceive appropriations sufficient to meet ex-
pected project expenditures for that year,
the Secretary shall accept from the city of
Virginia Beach, Virginia, for purposes of the
project for beach erosion control and hurri-

cane protection, Virginia Beach, Virginia,
authorized by section 501(a) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986 (100 Stat.
4136), such funds as the city may advance for
the project.

(2) REPAYMENT.—Subject to the avail-
ability of appropriations, the Secretary shall
repay, without interest, the amount of any
advance made under paragraph (1), from ap-
propriations that may be provided by Con-
gress for river and harbor, flood control,
shore protection, and related projects.

(i) ELIZABETH RIVER, CHESAPEAKE, VIR-
GINIA.—Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, after the date of enactment of this
Act, the city of Chesapeake, Virginia, shall
not be obligated to make the annual cash
contribution required under paragraph 1(9) of
the Local Cooperation Agreement dated De-
cember 12, 1978, between the Government and
the city for the project for navigation,
southern branch of Elizabeth River, Chesa-
peake, Virginia.

(j) PAYMENT OPTION, MOOREFIELD, WEST
VIRGINIA.—The Secretary may permit the
non-Federal interests for the project for
flood control, Moorefield, West Virginia, to
pay without interest the remaining non-Fed-
eral cost over a period not to exceed 30 years,
to be determined by the Secretary.

(k) MIAMI DADE AGRICULTURAL AND RURAL
LAND RETENTION PLAN AND SOUTH BISCAYNE,
FLORIDA.—Section 528(b)(3) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1996 (110 Stat.
3768) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(D) CREDIT AND REIMBURSEMENT OF PAST
AND FUTURE ACTIVITIES.—The Secretary may
afford credit to or reimburse the non-Federal
sponsors (using funds authorized by subpara-
graph (C)) for the reasonable costs of any
work that has been performed or will be per-
formed in connection with a study or activ-
ity meeting the requirements of subpara-
graph (A) if—

‘‘(i) the Secretary determines that—
‘‘(I) the work performed by the non-Fed-

eral sponsors will substantially expedite
completion of a critical restoration project;
and

‘‘(II) the work is necessary for a critical
restoration project; and

‘‘(ii) the credit or reimbursement is grant-
ed pursuant to a project-specific agreement
that prescribes the terms and conditions of
the credit or reimbursement.’’.

(l) LAKE MICHIGAN, ILLINOIS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The project for storm

damage reduction and shoreline protection,
Lake Michigan, Illinois, from Wilmette, Illi-
nois, to the Illinois-Indiana State line, au-
thorized by section 101(a)(12) of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1996 (110 Stat.
3664), is modified to provide for reimburse-
ment for additional project work undertaken
by the non-Federal interest.

(2) CREDIT OR REIMBURSEMENT.—The Sec-
retary shall credit or reimburse the non-Fed-
eral interest for the Federal share of project
costs incurred by the non-Federal interest in
designing, constructing, or reconstructing
reach 2F (700 feet south of Fullerton Avenue
and 500 feet north of Fullerton Avenue),
reach 3M (Meigs Field), and segments 7 and
8 of reach 4 (43rd Street to 57th Street), if the
non-Federal interest carries out the work in
accordance with plans approved by the Sec-
retary, at an estimated total cost of
$83,300,000.

(3) REIMBURSEMENT.—The Secretary shall
reimburse the non-Federal interest for the
Federal share of project costs incurred by
the non-Federal interest in reconstructing
the revetment structures protecting Soli-
darity Drive in Chicago, Illinois, before the
signing of the project cooperation agree-
ment, at an estimated total cost of $7,600,000.

(m) MEASUREMENTS OF LAKE MICHIGAN DI-
VERSIONS, ILLINOIS.—Section 1142(b) of the

Water Resources Development Act of 1986
(100 Stat. 4253) is amended by striking
‘‘$250,000 per fiscal year for each fiscal year
beginning after September 30, 1986’’ and in-
serting ‘‘a total of $1,250,000 for each of fiscal
years 1999 through 2003’’.

(n) PROJECT FOR NAVIGATION, DUBUQUE,
IOWA.—The project for navigation at Du-
buque, Iowa, authorized by section 101 of the
River and Harbor Act of 1960 (74 Stat. 482), is
modified to authorize the development of a
wetland demonstration area of approxi-
mately 1.5 acres to be developed and oper-
ated by the Dubuque County Historical Soci-
ety or a successor nonprofit organization.

(o) LOUISIANA STATE PENITENTIARY
LEVEE.—The Secretary may credit against
the non-Federal share work performed in the
project area of the Louisiana State Peniten-
tiary Levee, Mississippi River, Louisiana,
authorized by section 401(a) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986 (100 Stat.
4117).

(p) JACKSON COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI.—The
project for environmental infrastructure,
Jackson County, Mississippi, authorized by
section 219(c)(5) of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1992 (106 Stat. 4835) and
modified by section 504 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1996 (110 Stat.
3757), is modified to direct the Secretary to
provide a credit, not to exceed $5,000,000,
against the non-Federal share of the cost of
the project for the costs incurred by the
Jackson County Board of Supervisors since
February 8, 1994, in constructing the project,
if the Secretary determines that such costs
are for work that the Secretary determines
was compatible with and integral to the
project.

(q) RICHARD B. RUSSELL DAM AND LAKE,
SOUTH CAROLINA.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided in this paragraph, the Secretary shall
convey to the State of South Carolina all
right, title, and interest of the United States
in the parcels of land described in paragraph
(2)(A) that are currently being managed by
the South Carolina Department of Natural
Resources for fish and wildlife mitigation
purposes for the Richard B. Russell Dam and
Lake, South Carolina, project authorized by
the Flood Control Act of 1966 and modified
by the Water Resources Development Act of
1986.

(2) LAND DESCRIPTION.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The parcels of land to be

conveyed are described in Exhibits A, F, and
H of Army Lease No. DACW21–1–93–0910 and
associated supplemental agreements or are
designated in red in Exhibit A of Army Li-
cense No. DACW21–3–85–1904, excluding all
designated parcels in the license that are
below elevation 346 feet mean sea level or
that are less than 300 feet measured hori-
zontally from the top of the power pool.

(B) MANAGEMENT OF EXCLUDED PARCELS.—
Management of the excluded parcels shall
continue in accordance with the terms of
Army License No. DACW21–3–85–1904 until
the Secretary and the State enter into an
agreement under paragraph (6).

(C) SURVEY.—The exact acreage and legal
description of the land shall be determined
by a survey satisfactory to the Secretary,
with the cost of the survey borne by the
State.

(3) COSTS OF CONVEYANCE.—The State shall
be responsible for all costs, including real es-
tate transaction and environmental compli-
ance costs, associated with the conveyance.

(4) PERPETUAL STATUS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—All land conveyed under

this paragraph shall be retained in public
ownership and shall be managed in per-
petuity for fish and wildlife mitigation pur-
poses in accordance with a plan approved by
the Secretary.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH6308 July 22, 1999
(B) REVERSION.—If any parcel of land is not

managed for fish and wildlife mitigation pur-
poses in accordance with the plan, title to
the parcel shall revert to the United States.

(5) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—
The Secretary may require such additional
terms and conditions in connection with the
conveyance as the Secretary considers ap-
propriate to protect the interests of the
United States.

(6) FISH AND WILDLIFE MITIGATION AGREE-
MENT.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may pay
the State of South Carolina not more than
$4,850,000 subject to the Secretary and the
State entering into a binding agreement for
the State to manage for fish and wildlife
mitigation purposes in perpetuity the lands
conveyed under this paragraph and excluded
parcels designated in Exhibit A of Army Li-
cense No. DACW21–3–85–1904.

(B) FAILURE OF PERFORMANCE.—The agree-
ment shall specify the terms and conditions
under which payment will be made and the
rights of, and remedies available to, the Fed-
eral Government to recover all or a portion
of the payment if the State fails to manage
any parcel in a manner satisfactory to the
Secretary.

(r) LAND CONVEYANCE, CLARKSTON, WASH-
INGTON.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-
vey to the Port of Clarkston, Washington, all
right, title, and interest of the United States
in and to a portion of the land described in
the Department of the Army lease No.
DACW68–1–97–22, consisting of approximately
31 acres, the exact boundaries of which shall
be determined by the Secretary and the Port
of Clarkston.

(2) ADDITIONAL LAND.—The Secretary may
convey to the Port of Clarkston, Wash-
ington, such additional land located in the
vicinity of Clarkston, Washington, as the
Secretary determines to be excess to the
needs of the Columbia River Project and ap-
propriate for conveyance.

(3) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The convey-
ances made under paragraphs (1) and (2) shall
be subject to such terms and conditions as
the Secretary determines to be necessary to
protect the interests of the United States,
including a requirement that the Port of
Clarkston pay all administrative costs asso-
ciated with the conveyances, including the
cost of land surveys and appraisals and costs
associated with compliance with applicable
environmental laws (including regulations).

(4) USE OF LAND.—The Port of Clarkston
shall be required to pay the fair market
value, as determined by the Secretary, of
any land conveyed pursuant to paragraphs
(1) and (2) that is not retained in public own-
ership and used for public park or recreation
purposes, except that the Secretary shall
have a right of reverter to reclaim possession
and title to any such land.

(s) WHITE RIVER, INDIANA.—The project for
flood control, Indianapolis on West Fork of
the White River, Indiana, authorized by sec-
tion 5 of the Act entitled ‘‘An Act author-
izing the construction of certain public
works on rivers and harbors for flood con-
trol, and other purposes’’, approved June 22,
1936 (49 Stat. 1586, chapter 688), as modified
by section 323 of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3716), is modi-
fied to authorize the Secretary to undertake
the riverfront alterations described in the
Central Indianapolis Waterfront Concept
Plan, dated February 1994, for the Canal De-
velopment (Upper Canal feature) and the
Beveridge Paper feature, at a total cost not
to exceed $25,000,000, of which $12,500,000 is
the estimated Federal cost and $12,500,000 is
the estimated non-Federal cost, except that
no such alterations may be undertaken un-
less the Secretary determines that the alter-

ations authorized by this subsection, in com-
bination with the alterations undertaken
under section 323 of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3716), are
economically justified.

(t) FOX POINT HURRICANE BARRIER, PROVI-
DENCE, RHODE ISLAND.—The project for hurri-
cane-flood protection, Fox Point, Provi-
dence, Rhode Island, authorized by section
203 of the Flood Control Act of 1958 (72 Stat.
306) is modified to direct the Secretary to
undertake the necessary repairs to the bar-
rier, as identified in the Condition Survey
and Technical Assessment dated April 1998
with Supplement dated August 1998, at a
total cost of $3,000,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of $1,950,000 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $1,050,000.

(u) LEE COUNTY, CAPTIVA ISLAND SEGMENT,
FLORIDA.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The project for shoreline
protection, Lee County, Captiva Island seg-
ment, Florida, authorized by section
506(b)(3)(A) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3758), is modified
to direct the Secretary to enter into an
agreement with the non-Federal interest to
carry out the project in accordance with sec-
tion 206 of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1992 (33 U.S.C. 426i–1).

(2) DECISION DOCUMENT.—The design memo-
randum approved in 1996 shall be the decision
document supporting continued Federal par-
ticipation in cost sharing of the project.

(v) COLUMBIA RIVER CHANNEL, WASHINGTON
AND OREGON.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The project for naviga-
tion, Columbia River between Vancouver,
Washington, and The Dalles, Oregon, author-
ized by the first section of the Act of July 24,
1946 (60 Stat. 637, chapter 595), is modified to
authorize the Secretary to construct an al-
ternate barge channel to traverse the high
span of the Interstate Route 5 bridge be-
tween Portland, Oregon, and Vancouver,
Washington, to a depth of 17 feet, with a
width of approximately 200 feet through the
high span of the bridge and a width of ap-
proximately 300 feet upstream of the bridge.

(2) DISTANCE UPSTREAM.—The channel shall
continue upstream of the bridge approxi-
mately 2,500 feet to about river mile 107,
then to a point of convergence with the main
barge channel at about river mile 108.

(3) DISTANCE DOWNSTREAM.—
(A) SOUTHERN EDGE.—The southern edge of

the channel shall continue downstream of
the bridge approximately 1,500 feet to river
mile 106+10, then turn northwest to tie into
the edge of the Upper Vancouver Turning
Basin.

(B) NORTHERN EDGE.—The northern edge of
the channel shall continue downstream of
the bridge to the Upper Vancouver Turning
Basin.
SEC. 103. PROJECT DEAUTHORIZATIONS.

(a) BRIDGEPORT HARBOR, CONNECTICUT.—
The portion of the project for navigation,
Bridgeport Harbor, Connecticut, authorized
by section 101 of the River and Harbor Act of
1958 (72 Stat. 297), consisting of a 2.4-acre an-
chorage area 9 feet deep and an adjacent 0.60-
acre anchorage area 6 feet deep, located on
the west side of Johnsons River, Con-
necticut, is not authorized after the date of
enactment of this Act.

(b) BASS HARBOR, MAINE.—
(1) DEAUTHORIZATION.—The portions of the

project for navigation, Bass Harbor, Maine,
authorized on May 7, 1962, under section 107
of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 (33 U.S.C.
577) described in paragraph (2) are not au-
thorized after the date of enactment of this
Act.

(2) DESCRIPTION.—The portions of the
project referred to in paragraph (1) are de-
scribed as follows:

(A) Beginning at a bend in the project,
N149040.00, E538505.00, thence running eas-
terly about 50.00 feet along the northern
limit of the project to a point, N149061.55,
E538550.11, thence running southerly about
642.08 feet to a point, N148477.64, E538817.18,
thence running southwesterly about 156.27
feet to a point on the westerly limit of the
project, N148348.50, E538737.02, thence run-
ning northerly about 149.00 feet along the
westerly limit of the project to a bend in the
project, N148489.22, E538768.09, thence run-
ning northwesterly about 610.39 feet along
the westerly limit of the project to the point
of origin.

(B) Beginning at a point on the westerly
limit of the project, N148118.55, E538689.05,
thence running southeasterly about 91.92 feet
to a point, N148041.43, E538739.07, thence run-
ning southerly about 65.00 feet to a point,
N147977.86, E538725.51, thence running south-
westerly about 91.92 feet to a point on the
westerly limit of the project, N147927.84,
E538648.39, thence running northerly about
195.00 feet along the westerly limit of the
project to the point of origin.

(c) BOOTHBAY HARBOR, MAINE.—The project
for navigation, Boothbay Harbor, Maine, au-
thorized by the Act of July 25, 1912 (37 Stat.
201, chapter 253), is not authorized after the
date of enactment of this Act.

(d) CARVERS HARBOR, VINALHAVEN,
MAINE.—

(1) DEAUTHORIZATION.—The portion of the
project for navigation, Carvers Harbor,
Vinalhaven, Maine, authorized by the Act of
June 3, 1896 (commonly known as the ‘‘River
and Harbor Appropriations Act of 1896’’) (29
Stat. 202, chapter 314), described in para-
graph (2) is not authorized after the date of
enactment of this Act.

(2) DESCRIPTION.—The portion of the
project referred to in paragraph (1) is the
portion of the 16-foot anchorage beginning at
a point with coordinates N137,502.04,
E895,156.83, thence running south 6 degrees 34
minutes 57.6 seconds west 277.660 feet to a
point N137,226.21, E895,125.00, thence running
north 53 degrees, 5 minutes 42.4 seconds west
127.746 feet to a point N137,302.92, E895022.85,
thence running north 33 degrees 56 minutes
9.8 seconds east 239.999 feet to the point of or-
igin.

(e) EAST BOOTHBAY HARBOR, MAINE.—Sec-
tion 364 of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3731) is amended by
striking paragraph (9) and inserting the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(9) EAST BOOTHBAY HARBOR, MAINE.—The
project for navigation, East Boothbay Har-
bor, Maine, authorized by the first section of
the Act entitled ‘An Act making appropria-
tions for the construction, repair, and pres-
ervation of certain public works on rivers
and harbors, and for other purposes’, ap-
proved June 25, 1910 (36 Stat. 657).’’.

(f) SEARSPORT HARBOR, SEARSPORT,
MAINE.—

(1) DEAUTHORIZATION.—The portion of the
project for navigation, Searsport Harbor,
Searsport, Maine, authorized by section 101
of the River and Harbor Act of 1962 (76 Stat.
1173), described in paragraph (2) is not au-
thorized after the date of enactment of this
Act.

(2) DESCRIPTION.—The portion of the
project referred to in paragraph (1) is the
portion of the 35-foot turning basin begin-
ning at a point with coordinates N225,008.38,
E395,464.26, thence running north 43 degrees
49 minutes 53.4 seconds east 362.001 feet to a
point N225,269.52, E395,714.96, thence running
south 71 degrees 27 minutes 33.0 seconds east
1,309.201 feet to a point N224,853.22,
E396,956.21, thence running north 84 degrees 3
minutes 45.7 seconds west 1,499.997 feet to the
point of origin.
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SEC. 104. STUDIES.

(a) CADDO LEVEE, RED RIVER BELOW
DENISON DAM, ARIZONA, LOUISIANA, OKLA-
HOMA, AND TEXAS.—The Secretary shall con-
duct a study to determine the feasibility of
undertaking a project for flood control,
Caddo Levee, Red River Below Denison Dam,
Arizona, Louisiana, Oklahoma, and Texas,
including incorporating the existing levee,
along Twelve Mile Bayou from its juncture
with the existing Red River Below Denison
Dam Levee approximately 26 miles upstream
to its terminus at high ground in the vicin-
ity of Black Bayou, Louisiana.

(b) BOYDSVILLE, ARKANSAS.—The Secretary
shall conduct a study to determine the feasi-
bility of reservoir and associated improve-
ments to provide for flood control, recre-
ation, water quality, water supply, and fish
and wildlife purposes in the vicinity of
Boydsville, Arkansas.

(c) UNION COUNTY, ARKANSAS.—The Sec-
retary shall conduct a study to determine
the feasibility of municipal and industrial
water supply for Union County, Arkansas.

(d) WHITE RIVER BASIN, ARKANSAS AND MIS-
SOURI.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-
duct a study of the project for flood control,
power generation, and other purposes at the
White River Basin, Arkansas and Missouri,
authorized by section 4 of the Act of June 28,
1938 (52 Stat. 1218, chapter 795), and modified
by H. Doc. 917, 76th Cong., 3d Sess., and H.
Doc. 290, 77th Cong., 1st Sess., approved Au-
gust 18, 1941, and H. Doc. 499, 83d Cong., 2d
Sess., approved September 3, 1954, and by
section 304 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3711) to determine
the feasibility of modifying the project to
provide minimum flows necessary to sustain
the tail water trout fisheries.

(2) REPORT.—Not later than July 30, 2000,
the Secretary shall submit to Congress a re-
port on the study and any recommendations
on reallocation of storage at Beaver Lake,
Table Rock, Bull Shoals Lake, Norfolk Lake,
and Greers Ferry Lake.

(e) FIELDS LANDING CHANNEL, HUMBOLDT
HARBOR, CALIFORNIA.—The Secretary—

(1) shall conduct a study for the project for
navigation, Fields Landing Channel, Hum-
boldt Harbor and Bay, California, to a depth
of minus 35 feet (MLLW), and for that pur-
pose may use any feasibility report prepared
by the non-Federal sponsor under section 203
of the Water Resources Development Act of
1986 (33 U.S.C. 2231) for which reimbursement
of the Federal share of the study is author-
ized subject to the availability of appropria-
tions; and

(2) may carry out the project under section
107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 (33
U.S.C. 577), if the Secretary determines that
the project is feasible.

(f) FRAZIER CREEK, TULARE COUNTY, CALI-
FORNIA.—The Secretary shall conduct a
study to determine—

(1) the feasibility of restoring Frazier
Creek, Tulare County, California; and

(2) the Federal interest in flood control,
environmental restoration, conservation of
fish and wildlife resources, recreation, and
water quality of the creek.

(g) STRAWBERRY CREEK, BERKELEY, CALI-
FORNIA.—The Secretary shall conduct a
study to determine the feasibility of restor-
ing Strawberry Creek, Berkeley, California,
and the Federal interest in environmental
restoration, conservation of fish and wildlife
resources, recreation, and water quality.

(h) WEST SIDE STORM WATER RETENTION
FACILITY, CITY OF LANCASTER, CALIFORNIA.—
The Secretary shall conduct a study to de-
termine the feasibility of undertaking meas-
ures to construct the West Side Storm Water
Retention Facility in the city of Lancaster,
California.

(i) APALACHICOLA RIVER, FLORIDA.—The
Secretary shall conduct a study for the pur-
pose of identifying—

(1) alternatives for the management of ma-
terial dredged in connection with operation
and maintenance of the Apalachicola River
Navigation Project; and

(2) alternatives that reduce the require-
ments for such dredging.

(j) BROWARD COUNTY, SAND BYPASSING AT
PORT EVERGLADES, FLORIDA.—The Secretary
shall conduct a study to determine the feasi-
bility of constructing a sand bypassing
project at the Port Everglades Inlet, Florida.

(k) CITY OF DESTIN-NORIEGA POINT BREAK-
WATER, FLORIDA.—The Secretary shall con-
duct a study to determine the feasibility of—

(1) restoring Noriega Point, Florida, to
serve as a breakwater for Destin Harbor; and

(2) including Noriega Point as part of the
East Pass, Florida, navigation project.

(l) GATEWAY TRIANGLE REDEVELOPMENT
AREA, FLORIDA.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-
duct a study to determine the feasibility of
undertaking measures to reduce the flooding
problems in the vicinity of Gateway Triangle
Redevelopment Area, Florida.

(2) STUDIES AND REPORTS.—The study shall
include a review and consideration of studies
and reports completed by the non-Federal in-
terests.

(m) CITY OF PLANT CITY, FLORIDA.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-

duct a study to determine the feasibility of
a flood control project in the city of Plant
City, Florida.

(2) STUDIES AND REPORTS.—In conducting
the study, the Secretary shall review and
consider studies and reports completed by
the non-Federal interests.

(n) BOISE, IDAHO.—The Secretary shall con-
duct a study to determine the feasibility of
undertaking flood control on the Boise River
in Boise, Idaho.

(o) GOOSE CREEK WATERSHED, OAKLEY,
IDAHO.—The Secretary shall conduct a study
to determine the feasibility of undertaking
flood damage reduction, water conservation,
ground water recharge, ecosystem restora-
tion, and related purposes along the Goose
Creek watershed near Oakley, Idaho.

(p) LITTLE WOOD RIVER, GOODING, IDAHO.—
The Secretary shall conduct a study to de-
termine the feasibility of restoring and re-
pairing the Lava Rock Little Wood River
Containment System to prevent flooding in
the city of Gooding, Idaho.

(q) BANK STABILIZATION, SNAKE RIVER,
LEWISTON, IDAHO.—The Secretary shall con-
duct a study to determine the feasibility of
undertaking bank stabilization and flood
control on the Snake River at Lewiston,
Idaho.

(r) SNAKE RIVER AND PAYETTE RIVER,
IDAHO.—The Secretary shall conduct a study
to determine the feasibility of a flood con-
trol project along the Snake River and
Payette River, in the vicinity of Payette,
Idaho.

(s) ACADIANA NAVIGATION CHANNEL, LOU-
ISIANA.—The Secretary shall conduct a study
to determine the feasibility of assuming op-
erations and maintenance for the Acadiana
Navigation Channel located in Iberia and
Vermillion Parishes, Louisiana.

(t) CAMERON PARISH WEST OF CALCASIEU
RIVER, LOUISIANA.—The Secretary shall con-
duct a study to determine the feasibility of
a storm damage reduction and ecosystem
restoration project for Cameron Parish west
of Calcasieu River, Louisiana.

(u) BENEFICIAL USE OF DREDGED MATERIAL,
COASTAL LOUISIANA.—The Secretary shall
conduct a study to determine the feasibility
of using dredged material from maintenance
activities at Federal navigation projects in
coastal Louisiana to benefit coastal areas in
the State.

(v) CONTRABAND BAYOU NAVIGATION CHAN-
NEL, LOUISIANA.—The Secretary shall con-
duct a study to determine the feasibility of
assuming the maintenance at Contraband
Bayou, Calcasieu River Ship Canal, Lou-
isiana.

(w) GOLDEN MEADOW LOCK, LOUISIANA.—
The Secretary shall conduct a study to de-
termine the feasibility of converting the
Golden Meadow floodgate into a navigation
lock to be included in the Larose to Golden
Meadow Hurricane Protection Project, Lou-
isiana.

(x) GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY ECO-
SYSTEM PROTECTION, CHEF MENTEUR TO
SABINE RIVER, LOUISIANA.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-
duct a study to determine the feasibility of
undertaking ecosystem restoration and pro-
tection measures along the Gulf Intracoastal
Waterway from Chef Menteur to Sabine
River, Louisiana.

(2) MATTERS TO BE ADDRESSED.—The study
shall address saltwater intrusion, tidal
scour, erosion, compaction, subsidence, wind
and wave action, bank failure, and other
problems relating to water resources in the
area.

(y) LAKE PONTCHARTRAIN, LOUISIANA, AND
VICINITY, ST. CHARLES PARISH PUMPS.—The
Secretary shall conduct a study to determine
the feasibility of modifying the Lake Pont-
chartrain Hurricane Protection Project to
include the St. Charles Parish Pumps and
the modification of the seawall fronting pro-
tection along Lake Pontchartrain in Orleans
Parish, from New Basin Canal on the west to
the Inner Harbor Navigation Canal on the
east.

(z) LAKE PONTCHARTRAIN AND VICINITY SEA-
WALL RESTORATION, LOUISIANA.—The Sec-
retary shall conduct a study to determine
the feasibility of undertaking structural
modifications of that portion of the seawall
fronting protection along the south shore of
Lake Pontchartrain in Orleans Parish, Lou-
isiana, extending approximately 5 miles from
the new basin Canal on the west to the Inner
Harbor Navigation Canal on the east as a
part of the Lake Pontchartrain and Vicinity
Hurricane Protection Project, authorized by
section 204 of the Flood Control Act of 1965
(79 Stat. 1077).

(aa) MUDDY RIVER, BROOKLINE AND BOSTON,
MASSACHUSETTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall evalu-
ate the January 1999 study commissioned by
the Boston Parks and Recreation Depart-
ment, Boston, Massachusetts, and entitled
‘‘The Emerald Necklace Environmental Im-
provement Master Plan, Phase I Muddy
River Flood Control, Water Quality and
Habitat Enhancement’’, to determine wheth-
er the plans outlined in the study for flood
control, water quality, habitat enhance-
ments, and other improvements to the
Muddy River in Brookline and Boston, Mas-
sachusetts, are cost-effective, technically
sound, environmentally acceptable, and in
the Federal interest.

(2) REPORT.—Not later than December 31,
1999, the Secretary shall report to Congress
the results of the evaluation.

(bb) DETROIT RIVER, MICHIGAN, GREENWAY
CORRIDOR STUDY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-
duct a study to determine the feasibility of
a project for shoreline protection, frontal
erosion, and associated purposes in the De-
troit River shoreline area from the Belle Isle
Bridge to the Ambassador Bridge in Detroit,
Michigan.

(2) POTENTIAL MODIFICATIONS.—As a part of
the study, the Secretary shall review poten-
tial project modifications to any existing
Corps projects within the same area.

(cc) ST. CLAIR SHORES FLOOD CONTROL,
MICHIGAN.—The Secretary shall conduct a
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study to determine the feasibility of con-
structing a flood control project at St. Clair
Shores, Michigan.

(dd) WOODTICK PENINSULA, MICHIGAN, AND
TOLEDO HARBOR, OHIO.—The Secretary shall
conduct a study to determine the feasibility
of utilizing dredged material from Toledo
Harbor, Ohio, to provide erosion reduction,
navigation, and ecosystem restoration at
Woodtick Peninsula, Michigan.

(ee) DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT,
PASCAGOULA HARBOR, MISSISSIPPI.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-
duct a study to determine an alternative
plan for dredged material management for
the Pascagoula River portion of the project
for navigation, Pascagoula Harbor, Mis-
sissippi, authorized by section 202(a) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986
(100 Stat. 4094).

(2) CONTENTS.—The study under paragraph
(1) shall—

(A) include an analysis of the feasibility of
expanding the Singing River Island Disposal
Area or constructing a new dredged material
disposal facility; and

(2) identify methods of managing and re-
ducing sediment transport into the Federal
navigation channel.

(ff) TUNICA LAKE WEIR, MISSISSIPPI.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-

duct a study to determine the feasibility of
constructing an outlet weir at Tunica Lake,
Tunica County, Mississippi, and Lee County,
Arkansas, for the purpose of stabilizing
water levels in the Lake.

(2) ECONOMIC ANALYSIS.—In carrying out
the study, the Secretary shall include as a
part of the economic analysis the benefits
derived from recreation uses at the Lake and
economic benefits associated with restora-
tion of fish and wildlife habitat.

(gg) PROTECTIVE FACILITIES FOR THE ST.
LOUIS, MISSOURI, RIVERFRONT AREA.—

(1) STUDY.—The Secretary shall conduct a
study to determine the optimal plan to pro-
tect facilities that are located on the Mis-
sissippi River riverfront within the bound-
aries of St. Louis, Missouri.

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—In conducting the
study, the Secretary shall—

(A) evaluate alternatives to offer safety
and security to facilities; and

(B) use state-of-the-art techniques to best
evaluate the current situation, probable so-
lutions, and estimated costs.

(3) REPORT.—Not later than April 15, 2000,
the Secretary shall submit to Congress a re-
port on the results of the study.

(hh) YELLOWSTONE RIVER, MONTANA.—
(1) STUDY.—The Secretary shall conduct a

comprehensive study of the Yellowstone
River from Gardiner, Montana to the con-
fluence of the Missouri River to determine
the hydrologic, biological, and socio-
economic cumulative impacts on the river.

(2) CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION.—The
Secretary shall conduct the study in con-
sultation with the United States Fish and
Wildlife Service, the United States Geologi-
cal Survey, and the Natural Resources Con-
servation Service and with the full participa-
tion of the State of Montana and tribal and
local entities, and provide for public partici-
pation.

(3) REPORT.—Not later than 5 years after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary shall submit a report to Congress on
the results of the study.

(ii) LAS VEGAS VALLEY, NEVADA.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-

duct a comprehensive study of water re-
sources located in the Las Vegas Valley, Ne-
vada.

(2) OBJECTIVES.—The study shall identify
problems and opportunities related to eco-
system restoration, water quality, particu-
larly the quality of surface runoff, water
supply, and flood control.

(jj) OSWEGO RIVER BASIN, NEW YORK.—The
Secretary shall conduct a study to determine
the feasibility of establishing a flood fore-
casting system within the Oswego River
basin, New York.

(kk) PORT OF NEW YORK-NEW JERSEY NAVI-
GATION STUDY AND ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORA-
TION STUDY.—

(1) NAVIGATION STUDY.—The Secretary
shall conduct a comprehensive study of navi-
gation needs at the Port of New York-New
Jersey (including the South Brooklyn Ma-
rine and Red Hook Container Terminals,
Staten Island, and adjacent areas) to address
improvements, including deepening of exist-
ing channels to depths of 50 feet or greater,
that are required to provide economically ef-
ficient and environmentally sound naviga-
tion to meet current and future require-
ments.

(2) ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION STUDY.—
The Secretary, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, shall review the report of the
Chief of Engineers on the New York Harbor,
printed in the House Management Plan of
the Harbor Estuary Program, and other per-
tinent reports concerning the New York Har-
bor Region and the Port of New York-New
Jersey, to determine the Federal interest in
advancing harbor environmental restoration.

(3) REPORT.—The Secretary may use funds
from the ongoing navigation study for New
York and New Jersey Harbor to complete a
reconnaissance report for environmental res-
toration by December 31, 1999. The naviga-
tion study to deepen New York and New Jer-
sey Harbor shall consider beneficial use of
dredged material.

(ll) CLEVELAND HARBOR, CLEVELAND,
OHIO.—The Secretary shall conduct a study
to determine the feasibility of undertaking
repairs and related navigation improvements
at Dike 14, Cleveland, Ohio.

(mm) CHAGRIN, OHIO.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-

duct a study to determine the feasibility of
undertaking flood damage reduction at Cha-
grin, Ohio.

(2) ICE RETENTION STRUCTURE.—In con-
ducting the study, the Secretary may con-
sider construction of an ice retention struc-
ture as a potential means of providing flood
damage reduction.

(nn) TOUSSAINT RIVER, CARROLL TOWNSHIP,
OHIO.—The Secretary shall conduct a study
to determine the feasibility of undertaking
navigation improvements at Toussaint
River, Carroll Township, Ohio.

(oo) SANTEE DELTA WETLAND HABITAT,
SOUTH CAROLINA.—Not later than 18 months
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall complete a comprehensive
study of the ecosystem in the Santee Delta
focus area of South Carolina to determine
the feasibility of undertaking measures to
enhance the wetland habitat in the area.

(pp) WACCAMAW RIVER, SOUTH CAROLINA.—
The Secretary shall conduct a study to de-
termine the feasibility of a flood control
project for the Waccamaw River in Horry
County, South Carolina.

(qq) UPPER SUSQUEHANNA-LACKAWANNA,
PENNSYLVANIA, WATERSHED MANAGEMENT
AND RESTORATION STUDY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-
duct a study to determine the feasibility of
a comprehensive flood plain management
and watershed restoration project for the
Upper Susquehanna-Lackawanna Watershed,
Pennsylvania.

(2) GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEM.—In
conducting the study, the Secretary shall
use a geographic information system.

(3) PLANS.—The study shall formulate
plans for comprehensive flood plain manage-
ment and environmental restoration.

(4) CREDITING.—Non-Federal interests may
receive credit for in-kind services and mate-

rials that contribute to the study. The Sec-
retary may credit non-Corps Federal assist-
ance provided to the non-Federal interest to-
ward the non-Federal share of study costs to
the maximum extent authorized by law.

(rr) CONTAMINATED DREDGED MATERIAL AND
SEDIMENT MANAGEMENT, SOUTH CAROLINA
COASTAL AREAS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall re-
view pertinent reports and conduct other
studies and field investigations to determine
the best available science and methods for
management of contaminated dredged mate-
rial and sediments in the coastal areas of
South Carolina.

(2) FOCUS.—In carrying out subsection (a),
the Secretary shall place particular focus on
areas where the Corps of Engineers main-
tains deep draft navigation projects, such as
Charleston Harbor, Georgetown Harbor, and
Port Royal, South Carolina.

(3) COOPERATION.—The studies shall be con-
ducted in cooperation with the appropriate
Federal and State environmental agencies.

(ss) NIOBRARA RIVER AND MISSOURI RIVER
SEDIMENTATION STUDY, SOUTH DAKOTA.—The
Secretary shall conduct a study of the
Niobrara River watershed and the operations
of Fort Randall Dam and Gavins Point Dam
on the Missouri River to determine the feasi-
bility of alleviating the bank erosion, sedi-
mentation, and related problems in the lower
Niobrara River and the Missouri River below
Fort Randall Dam.

(tt) SANTA CLARA RIVER, UTAH.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-

duct a study to determine the feasibility of
undertaking measures to alleviate damage
caused by flooding, bank erosion, and sedi-
mentation along the watershed of the Santa
Clara River, Utah, above the Gunlock Res-
ervoir.

(2) CONTENTS.—The study shall include an
analysis of watershed conditions and water
quality, as related to flooding and bank ero-
sion, along the Santa Clara River in the vi-
cinity of the town of Gunlock, Utah.

(uu) MOUNT ST. HELENS ENVIRONMENTAL
RESTORATION, WASHINGTON.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-
duct a study to determine the feasibility of
ecosystem restoration improvements
throughout the Cowlitz and Toutle River ba-
sins, Washington, including the 6,000 acres of
wetland, riverine, riparian, and upland habi-
tats lost or altered due to the eruption of
Mount St. Helens in 1980 and subsequent
emergency actions.

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—In carrying out the
study, the Secretary shall—

(A) work in close coordination with local
governments, watershed entities, the State
of Washington, and other Federal agencies;
and

(B) place special emphasis on—
(i) conservation and restoration strategies

to benefit species that are listed or proposed
for listing as threatened or endangered spe-
cies under the Endangered Species Act of
1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.); and

(ii) other watershed restoration objectives.
(vv) AGAT SMALL BOAT HARBOR, GUAM.—

The Secretary shall conduct a study to de-
termine the feasibility of undertaking the
repair and reconstruction of Agat Small
Boat Harbor, Guam, including the repair of
existing shore protection measures and con-
struction or a revetment of the breakwater
seawall.

(ww) APRA HARBOR SEAWALL, GUAM.—The
Secretary shall conduct a study to determine
the feasibility of undertaking measures to
repair, upgrade, and extend the seawall pro-
tecting Apra Harbor, Guam, and to ensure
continued access to the harbor via Route
11B.

(xx) APRA HARBOR FUEL PIERS, GUAM.—The
Secretary shall conduct a study to determine
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the feasibility of undertaking measures to
upgrade the piers and fuel transmission lines
at the fuel piers in the Apra Harbor, Guam,
and measures to provide for erosion control
and protection against storm damage.

(yy) MAINTENANCE DREDGING OF HARBOR
PIERS, GUAM.—The Secretary shall conduct a
study to determine the feasibility of Federal
maintenance of areas adjacent to piers at
harbors in Guam, including Apra Harbor,
Agat Harbor, and Agana Marina.

(zz) ALTERNATIVE WATER SOURCES STUDY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the

Environmental Protection Agency shall con-
duct a study of the water supply needs of
States that are not currently eligible for as-
sistance under title XVI of the Reclamation
Projects Authorization and Adjustment Act
of 1992 (43 U.S.C. 390h et seq.).

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—The study shall—
(A) identify the water supply needs (includ-

ing potable, commercial, industrial, rec-
reational and agricultural needs) of each
State described in paragraph (1) through
2020, making use of such State, regional, and
local plans, studies, and reports as are avail-
able;

(B) evaluate the feasibility of various al-
ternative water source technologies such as
reuse and reclamation of wastewater and
stormwater (including indirect potable
reuse), aquifer storage and recovery, and de-
salination to meet the anticipated water
supply needs of the States; and

(C) assess how alternative water sources
technologies can be utilized to meet the
identified needs.

(3) REPORT.—The Administrator shall re-
port to Congress on the results of the study
not more than 180 days after the date of en-
actment of this Act.

(aaa) GREAT LAKES NAVIGATIONAL SYS-
TEM.—In consultation with the St. Lawrence
Seaway Development Corporation, the Sec-
retary shall review the Great Lakes Con-
necting Channel and Harbors Report dated
March 1985 to determine the feasibility of
any modification of the recommendations
made in the report to improve commercial
navigation on the Great Lakes navigation
system, including locks, dams, harbors,
ports, channels, and other related features.

TITLE II—GENERAL PROVISIONS
SEC. 201. FLOOD HAZARD MITIGATION AND

RIVERINE ECOSYSTEM RESTORA-
TION PROGRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—
(1) AUTHORIZATION.—The Secretary may

carry out a program to reduce flood hazards
and restore the natural functions and values
of riverine ecosystems throughout the
United States.

(2) STUDIES.—In carrying out the program,
the Secretary shall conduct studies to iden-
tify appropriate flood damage reduction,
conservation, and restoration measures and
may design and implement watershed man-
agement and restoration projects.

(3) PARTICIPATION.—The studies and
projects carried out under the program shall
be conducted, to the extent practicable, with
the full participation of the appropriate Fed-
eral agencies, including the Department of
Agriculture, the Federal Emergency Man-
agement Agency, the Department of the In-
terior, the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, and the Department of Commerce.

(4) NONSTRUCTURAL APPROACHES.—The
studies and projects shall, to the extent
practicable, emphasize nonstructural ap-
proaches to preventing or reducing flood
damages.

(b) COST-SHARING REQUIREMENTS.—
(1) STUDIES.—The cost of studies conducted

under subsection (a) shall be shared in ac-
cordance with section 105 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986 (33 Stat.
2215).

(2) PROJECTS.—The non-Federal interests
shall pay 35 percent of the cost of any
project carried out under this section.

(3) IN-KIND CONTRIBUTIONS.—The non-Fed-
eral interests shall provide all land, ease-
ments, rights-of-way, dredged material dis-
posal areas, and relocations necessary for
the projects. The value of the land, ease-
ments, rights-of-way, dredged material dis-
posal areas, and relocations shall be credited
toward the payment required under this sub-
section.

(4) RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE NON-FEDERAL
INTERESTS.—The non-Federal interests shall
be responsible for all costs associated with
operating, maintaining, replacing, repairing,
and rehabilitating all projects carried out
under this section.

(c) PROJECT JUSTIFICATION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may imple-

ment a project under this section if the Sec-
retary determines that the project—

(A) will significantly reduce potential
flood damages;

(B) will improve the quality of the environ-
ment; and

(C) is justified considering all costs and
beneficial outputs of the project.

(2) SELECTION CRITERIA; POLICIES AND PRO-
CEDURES.—Not later than 180 days after the
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary
shall—

(A) develop criteria for selecting and rat-
ing the projects to be carried out as part of
the program authorized by this section; and

(B) establish policies and procedures for
carrying out the studies and projects under-
taken under this section.

(d) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—The Sec-
retary may not implement a project under
this section until—

(1) the Secretary provides to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works of
the Senate and the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the House of
Representatives a written notification de-
scribing the project and the determinations
made under subsection (c); and

(2) a period of 21 calendar days has expired
following the date on which the notification
was received by the Committees.

(e) PRIORITY AREAS.—In carrying out this
section, the Secretary shall examine the po-
tential for flood damage reductions at appro-
priate locations, including—

(1) Los Angeles County drainage area, Cali-
fornia;

(2) Napa River Valley watershed, Cali-
fornia;

(3) Le May, Missouri;
(4) the upper Delaware River basin, New

York;
(5) Mill Creek, Cincinnati, Ohio;
(6) Tillamook County, Oregon;
(7) Willamette River basin, Oregon;
(8) Delaware River, Pennsylvania;
(9) Schuylkill River, Pennsylvania; and
(10) Providence County, Rhode Island.
(f) PER-PROJECT LIMITATION.—Not more

than $25,000,000 in Army Civil Works appro-
priations may be expended on any single
project undertaken under this section.

(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be

appropriated to carry out this section
$75,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 2000
and 2001.

(2) PROGRAM FUNDING LEVELS.—All studies
and projects undertaken under this author-
ity from Army Civil Works appropriations
shall be fully funded within the program
funding levels provided in this subsection.
SEC. 202. SHORE PROTECTION.

Section 103(d) of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2213(d)) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘Costs of constructing’’ and
inserting the following:

‘‘(1) CONSTRUCTION.—Costs of con-
structing’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(2) PERIODIC NOURISHMENT.—In the case of

a project authorized for construction after
December 31, 1999, or for which a feasibility
study is completed after that date, the non-
Federal cost of the periodic nourishment of
projects or measures for shore protection or
beach erosion control shall be 50 percent, ex-
cept that—

‘‘(A) all costs assigned to benefits to pri-
vately owned shores (where use of such
shores is limited to private interests) or to
prevention of losses of private land shall be
borne by non-Federal interests; and

‘‘(B) all costs assigned to the protection of
federally owned shores shall be borne by the
United States.’’.
SEC. 203. SMALL FLOOD CONTROL AUTHORITY.

Section 205 of the Flood Control Act of 1948
(33 U.S.C. 701s) is amended—

(1) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘con-
struction of small projects’’ and inserting
‘‘implementation of small structural and
nonstructural projects’’; and

(2) in the third sentence, by striking
‘‘$5,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$7,000,000’’.
SEC. 204. USE OF NON-FEDERAL FUNDS FOR COM-

PILING AND DISSEMINATING INFOR-
MATION ON FLOODS AND FLOOD
DAMAGES.

Section 206(b) of the Flood Control Act of
1960 (33 U.S.C. 709a(b)) is amended in the
third sentence by inserting before the period
at the end the following: ‘‘, but the Sec-
retary of the Army may accept funds volun-
tarily contributed by such entities for the
purpose of expanding the scope of the serv-
ices requested by the entities’’.
SEC. 205. AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION.

Section 206(c) of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1996 (33 U.S.C. 2330(c)) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘Construction’’ and insert-
ing the following:

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Construction’’; and
(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(2) NONPROFIT ENTITIES.—Notwithstanding

section 221 of the Flood Control Act of 1970
(42 U.S.C. 1962d–5b), for any project carried
out under this section, a non-Federal inter-
est may include a nonprofit entity, with the
consent of the affected local government.’’.
SEC. 206. BENEFICIAL USES OF DREDGED MATE-

RIAL.
Section 204 of the Water Resources Devel-

opment Act of 1992 (33 U.S.C. 2326) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(g) NONPROFIT ENTITIES.—Notwith-
standing section 221 of the Flood Control Act
of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d–5b), for any project
carried out under this section, a non-Federal
interest may include a nonprofit entity, with
the consent of the affected local govern-
ment.’’.
SEC. 207. VOLUNTARY CONTRIBUTIONS BY

STATES AND POLITICAL SUBDIVI-
SIONS.

Section 5 of the Act of June 22, 1936 (33
U.S.C. 701h), is amended by inserting ‘‘or en-
vironmental restoration’’ after ‘‘flood con-
trol’’.
SEC. 208. RECREATION USER FEES.

(a) WITHHOLDING OF AMOUNTS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—During fiscal years 1999

through 2002, the Secretary may withhold
from the special account established under
section 4(i)(1)(A) of the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund Act of 1965 (16 U.S.C. 460l–
6a(i)(1)(A)) 100 percent of the amount of re-
ceipts above a baseline of $34,000,000 per each
fiscal year received from fees imposed at
recreation sites under the administrative ju-
risdiction of the Department of the Army
under section 4(b) of that Act (16 U.S.C. 460l–
6a(b)).
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(2) USE.—The amounts withheld shall be

retained by the Secretary and shall be avail-
able, without further Act of appropriation,
for expenditure by the Secretary in accord-
ance with subsection (b).

(3) AVAILABILITY.—The amounts withheld
shall remain available until September 30,
2005.

(b) USE OF AMOUNTS WITHHELD.—In order
to increase the quality of the visitor experi-
ence at public recreational areas and to en-
hance the protection of resources, the
amounts withheld under subsection (a) may
be used only for—

(1) repair and maintenance projects (in-
cluding projects relating to health and safe-
ty);

(2) interpretation;
(3) signage;
(4) habitat or facility enhancement;
(5) resource preservation;
(6) annual operation (including fee collec-

tion);
(7) maintenance; and
(8) law enforcement related to public use.
(c) AVAILABILITY.—Each amount withheld

by the Secretary shall be available for ex-
penditure, without further Act of appropria-
tion, at the specific project from which the
amount, above baseline, is collected.
SEC. 209. WATER RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT

STUDIES FOR THE PACIFIC REGION.
Section 444 of the Water Resources Devel-

opment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3747) is amended
by striking ‘‘interest of navigation’’ and in-
serting ‘‘interests of water resources devel-
opment (including navigation, flood damage
reduction, and environmental restoration)’’.
SEC. 210. MISSOURI AND MIDDLE MISSISSIPPI

RIVERS ENHANCEMENT PROJECT.
(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:
(1) MIDDLE MISSISSIPPI RIVER.—The term

‘‘middle Mississippi River’’ means the reach
of the Mississippi River from the mouth of
the Ohio River (river mile 0, upper Mis-
sissippi River) to the mouth of the Missouri
River (river mile 195).

(2) MISSOURI RIVER.—The term ‘‘Missouri
River’’ means the main stem and floodplain
of the Missouri River (including reservoirs)
from its confluence with the Mississippi
River at St. Louis, Missouri, to its head-
waters near Three Forks, Montana.

(3) PROJECT.—The term ‘‘project’’ means
the project authorized by this section.

(b) PROTECTION AND ENHANCEMENT ACTIVI-
TIES.—

(1) PLAN.—
(A) DEVELOPMENT.—Not later than 180 days

after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall develop a plan for a project
to protect and enhance fish and wildlife habi-
tat of the Missouri River and the middle Mis-
sissippi River.

(B) ACTIVITIES.—
(i) IN GENERAL.—The plan shall provide for

such activities as are necessary to protect
and enhance fish and wildlife habitat with-
out adversely affecting—

(I) the water-related needs of the region
surrounding the Missouri River and the mid-
dle Mississippi River, including flood con-
trol, navigation, recreation, and enhance-
ment of water supply; and

(II) private property rights.
(ii) REQUIRED ACTIVITIES.—The plan shall

include—
(I) modification and improvement of navi-

gation training structures to protect and en-
hance fish and wildlife habitat;

(II) modification and creation of side chan-
nels to protect and enhance fish and wildlife
habitat;

(III) restoration and creation of island fish
and wildlife habitat;

(IV) creation of riverine fish and wildlife
habitat;

(V) establishment of criteria for
prioritizing the type and sequencing of ac-
tivities based on cost-effectiveness and like-
lihood of success; and

(VI) physical and biological monitoring for
evaluating the success of the project, to be
performed by the River Studies Center of the
United States Geological Survey in Colum-
bia, Missouri.

(2) IMPLEMENTATION OF ACTIVITIES.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Using funds made avail-

able to carry out this section, the Secretary
shall carry out the activities described in the
plan.

(B) USE OF EXISTING AUTHORITY FOR
UNCONSTRUCTED FEATURES OF THE PROJECT.—
Using funds made available to the Secretary
under other law, the Secretary shall design
and construct any feature of the project that
may be carried out using the authority of
the Secretary to modify an authorized
project, if the Secretary determines that the
design and construction will—

(i) accelerate the completion of activities
to protect and enhance fish and wildlife habi-
tat of the Missouri River or the middle Mis-
sissippi River; and

(ii) be compatible with the project pur-
poses described in this section.

(c) INTEGRATION OF OTHER ACTIVITIES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out the activi-

ties described in subsection (b), the Sec-
retary shall integrate the activities with
other Federal, State, and tribal activities.

(2) NEW AUTHORITY.—Nothing in this sec-
tion confers any new regulatory authority
on any Federal or non-Federal entity that
carries out any activity authorized by this
section.

(d) PUBLIC PARTICIPATION.—In developing
and carrying out the plan and the activities
described in subsection (b), the Secretary
shall provide for public review and comment
in accordance with applicable Federal law,
including—

(1) providing advance notice of meetings;
(2) providing adequate opportunity for pub-

lic input and comment;
(3) maintaining appropriate records; and
(4) compiling a record of the proceedings of

meetings.
(e) COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE LAW.—In

carrying out the activities described in sub-
sections (b) and (c), the Secretary shall com-
ply with any applicable Federal law, includ-
ing the National Environmental Policy Act
of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.).

(f) COST SHARING.—
(1) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—The non-Federal

share of the cost of the project shall be 35
percent.

(2) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of
the cost of any 1 activity described in sub-
section (b) shall not exceed $5,000,000.

(3) OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE.—The op-
eration and maintenance of the project shall
be a non-Federal responsibility.

(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to pay
the Federal share of the cost of carrying out
activities under this section $30,000,000 for
the period of fiscal years 2000 and 2001.
SEC. 211. OUTER CONTINENTAL SHELF.

(a) SAND, GRAVEL, AND SHELL.—Section
8(k)(2)(B) of the Outer Continental Shelf
Lands Act (43 U.S.C. 1337(k)(2)(B)) is amend-
ed in the second sentence by inserting before
the period at the end the following: ‘‘or any
other non-Federal interest subject to an
agreement entered into under section 221 of
the Flood Control Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C.
1962d–5b)’’.

(b) REIMBURSEMENT FOR LOCAL INTER-
ESTS.—Any amounts paid by non-Federal in-
terests for beach erosion control, hurricane
protection, shore protection, or storm dam-
age reduction projects as a result of an as-

sessment under section 8(k) of the Outer
Continental Shelf Lands Act (43 U.S.C.
1337(k)) shall be fully reimbursed.
SEC. 212. ENVIRONMENTAL DREDGING.

Section 312(f) of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1990 (33 U.S.C. 1272(f)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(6) Snake Creek, Bixby, Oklahoma.
‘‘(7) Willamette River, Oregon.’’.

SEC. 213. BENEFIT OF PRIMARY FLOOD DAMAGES
AVOIDED INCLUDED IN BENEFIT-
COST ANALYSIS.

Section 308 of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1990 (33 U.S.C. 2318) is
amended—

(1) in the heading of subsection (a), by
striking ‘‘BENEFIT-COST ANALYSIS’’ and in-
serting ‘‘ELEMENTS EXCLUDED FROM COST-
BENEFIT ANALYSIS’’;

(2) by redesignating subsections (b)
through (e) as subsections (c) through (f), re-
spectively;

(3) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(b) ELEMENTS INCLUDED IN COST-BENEFIT
ANALYSIS.—The Secretary shall include pri-
mary flood damages avoided in the benefit
base for justifying Federal nonstructural
flood damage reduction projects.’’; and

(4) in the first sentence of subsection (e)
(as redesignated by paragraph (2)), by strik-
ing ‘‘(b)’’ and inserting ‘‘(d)’’.
SEC. 214. CONTROL OF AQUATIC PLANT GROWTH.

Section 104(a) of the River and Harbor Act
of 1958 (33 U.S.C. 610(a)) is amended in the
first sentence by striking ‘‘water-hyacinth,
alligatorweed, Eurasian water milfoil,
melaleuca,’’ and inserting ‘‘Alligatorweed,
Aquaticum, Arundo Dona, Brazilian Elodea,
Cabomba, Melaleuca, Myrophyllum,
Spicatum, Tarmarix, Water Hyacinth,’’.
SEC. 215. ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE.

Section 219(c) of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1992 (106 Stat. 4835) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(19) LAKE TAHOE, CALIFORNIA AND NE-
VADA.—Regional water system for Lake
Tahoe, California and Nevada.

‘‘(20) LANCASTER, CALIFORNIA.—Fox Field
Industrial Corridor water facilities, Lan-
caster, California.

‘‘(21) SAN RAMON, CALIFORNIA.—San Ramon
Valley recycled water project, San Ramon,
California.’’.
SEC. 216. WATERSHED MANAGEMENT, RESTORA-

TION, AND DEVELOPMENT.
Section 503 of the Water Resources Devel-

opment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3756) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (d)—
(A) by striking paragraph (10) and insert-

ing the following:
‘‘(10) Regional Atlanta Watershed, Atlanta,

Georgia, and Lake Lanier of Forsyth and
Hall Counties, Georgia.’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(14) Clear Lake watershed, California.
‘‘(15) Fresno Slough watershed, California.
‘‘(16) Hayward Marsh, Southern San Fran-

cisco Bay watershed, California.
‘‘(17) Kaweah River watershed, California.
‘‘(18) Lake Tahoe watershed, California and

Nevada.
‘‘(19) Malibu Creek watershed, California.
‘‘(20) Truckee River basin, Nevada.
‘‘(21) Walker River basin, Nevada.
‘‘(22) Bronx River watershed, New York.
‘‘(23) Catawba River watershed, North

Carolina.
‘‘(24) Columbia Slough watershed, Or-

egon.’’;
(2) by redesignating subsection (e) as sub-

section (f); and
(3) by inserting after subsection (d) the fol-

lowing:
‘‘(e) NONPROFIT ENTITIES.—Notwith-

standing section 221(b) of the Flood Control
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Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d–5b(b)), for any
project undertaken under this section, with
the consent of the affected local government,
a non-Federal interest may include a non-
profit entity.’’.
SEC. 217. LAKES PROGRAM.

Section 602(a) of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4148) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (15), by striking ‘‘and’’ at
the end;

(2) in paragraph (16), by striking the period
at the end; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(17) Clear Lake, Lake County, California,

removal of silt and aquatic growth and de-
velopment of a sustainable weed and algae
management program;

‘‘(18) Flints Pond, Hollis, New Hampshire,
removal of excessive aquatic vegetation; and

‘‘(19) Osgood Pond, Milford, New Hamp-
shire, removal of excessive aquatic vegeta-
tion.’’.
SEC. 218. SEDIMENTS DECONTAMINATION POL-

ICY.
Section 405 of the Water Resources Devel-

opment Act of 1992 (33 U.S.C. 2239 note; Pub-
lic Law 102–580) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(4) PRACTICAL END-USE PRODUCTS.—Tech-
nologies selected for demonstration at the
pilot scale shall result in practical end-use
products.

‘‘(5) ASSISTANCE BY THE SECRETARY.—The
Secretary shall assist the project to ensure
expeditious completion by providing suffi-
cient quantities of contaminated dredged
material to conduct the full-scale dem-
onstrations to stated capacity.’’; and

(2) in subsection (c), by striking the first
sentence and inserting the following: ‘‘There
is authorized to be appropriated to carry out
this section a total of $22,000,000 to complete
technology testing, technology commer-
cialization, and the development of full scale
processing facilities within the New York/
New Jersey Harbor.’’.
SEC. 219. DISPOSAL OF DREDGED MATERIAL ON

BEACHES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 145 of the Water

Resources Development Act of 1976 (33 U.S.C.
426j) is amended in the first sentence by
striking ‘‘50’’ and inserting ‘‘35’’.

(b) GREAT LAKES BASIN.—The Secretary
shall work with the State of Ohio, other
Great Lakes States, and political subdivi-
sions of the States to fully implement and
maximize beneficial reuse of dredged mate-
rial as provided under section 145 of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1976 (33
U.S.C. 426j).
SEC. 220. FISH AND WILDLIFE MITIGATION.

Section 906(e) of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2283(e)) is
amended by inserting after the second sen-
tence the following: ‘‘Not more than 80 per-
cent of the non-Federal share of such first
costs may be in kind, including a facility,
supply, or service that is necessary to carry
out the enhancement project.’’.
SEC. 221. REIMBURSEMENT OF NON-FEDERAL IN-

TEREST.
Section 211(e)(2)(A) of the Water Resources

Development Act of 1996 (33 U.S.C. 701b–
13(e)(2)(A)) is amended by striking ‘‘subject
to amounts being made available in advance
in appropriations Acts’’ and inserting ‘‘sub-
ject to the availability of appropriations’’.
SEC. 222. NATIONAL CONTAMINATED SEDIMENT

TASK FORCE.
(a) DEFINITION OF TASK FORCE.—In this sec-

tion, the term ‘‘Task Force’’ means the Na-
tional Contaminated Sediment Task Force
established by section 502 of the National
Contaminated Sediment Assessment and
Management Act (33 U.S.C. 1271 note; Public
Law 102–580).

(b) CONVENING.—The Secretary and the Ad-
ministrator shall convene the Task Force
not later than 90 days after the date of en-
actment of this Act.

(c) REPORTING ON REMEDIAL ACTION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after

the date of enactment of this Act, the Task
Force shall submit to Congress a report on
the status of remedial actions at aquatic
sites in the areas described in paragraph (2).

(2) AREAS.—The report under paragraph (1)
shall address remedial actions in—

(A) areas of probable concern identified in
the survey of data regarding aquatic sedi-
ment quality required by section 503(a) of
the National Contaminated Sediment Assess-
ment and Management Act (33 U.S.C. 1271);

(B) areas of concern within the Great
Lakes, as identified under section 118(f) of
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33
U.S.C. 1268(f));

(C) estuaries of national significance iden-
tified under section 320 of the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1330);

(D) areas for which remedial action has
been authorized under any of the Water Re-
sources Development Acts; and

(E) as appropriate, any other areas where
sediment contamination is identified by the
Task Force.

(3) ACTIVITIES.—Remedial actions subject
to reporting under this subsection include
remedial actions under—

(A) the Comprehensive Environmental Re-
sponse, Compensation, and Liability Act of
1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601 et seq.) or other Federal
or State law containing environmental re-
mediation authority;

(B) any of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Acts;

(C) section 404 of the Federal Water Pollu-
tion Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1344); or

(D) section 10 of the Act of March 3, 1899 (30
Stat. 1151, chapter 425).

(4) CONTENTS.—The report under paragraph
(1) shall provide, with respect to each reme-
dial action described in the report, a descrip-
tion of—

(A) the authorities and sources of funding
for conducting the remedial action;

(B) the nature and sources of the sediment
contamination, including volume and con-
centration, where appropriate;

(C) the testing conducted to determine the
nature and extent of sediment contamina-
tion and to determine whether the remedial
action is necessary;

(D) the action levels or other factors used
to determine that the remedial action is nec-
essary;

(E) the nature of the remedial action
planned or undertaken, including the levels
of protection of public health and the envi-
ronment to be achieved by the remedial ac-
tion;

(F) the ultimate disposition of any mate-
rial dredged as part of the remedial action;

(G) the status of projects and the obstacles
or barriers to prompt conduct of the reme-
dial action; and

(H) contacts and sources of further infor-
mation concerning the remedial action.
SEC. 223. JOHN GLENN GREAT LAKES BASIN PRO-

GRAM.
(a) STRATEGIC PLANS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 18 months

after the date of enactment of this Act, and
every 2 years thereafter, the Secretary shall
report to Congress on a plan for programs of
the Corps of Engineers in the Great Lakes
basin.

(2) CONTENTS.—The plan shall include de-
tails of the projected environmental and
navigational projects in the Great Lakes
basin, including—

(A) navigational maintenance and oper-
ations for commercial and recreational ves-
sels;

(B) environmental restoration activities;
(C) water level maintenance activities;
(D) technical and planning assistance to

States and remedial action planning com-
mittees;

(E) sediment transport analysis, sediment
management planning, and activities to sup-
port prevention of excess sediment loadings;

(F) flood damage reduction and shoreline
erosion prevention;

(G) all other activities of the Corps of En-
gineers; and

(H) an analysis of factors limiting use of
programs and authorities of the Corps of En-
gineers in existence on the date of enact-
ment of this Act in the Great Lakes basin,
including the need for new or modified au-
thorities.

(b) GREAT LAKES BIOHYDROLOGICAL INFOR-
MATION.—

(1) INVENTORY.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days

after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall request each Federal agency
that may possess information relevant to the
Great Lakes biohydrological system to pro-
vide an inventory of all such information in
the possession of the agency.

(B) RELEVANT INFORMATION.—For the pur-
pose of subparagraph (A), relevant informa-
tion includes information on—

(i) ground and surface water hydrology;
(ii) natural and altered tributary dynam-

ics;
(iii) biological aspects of the system influ-

enced by and influencing water quantity and
water movement;

(iv) meteorological projections and weath-
er impacts on Great Lakes water levels; and

(v) other Great Lakes biohydrological sys-
tem data relevant to sustainable water use
management.

(2) REPORT.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 18 months

after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Secretary, in consultation with the States,
Indian tribes, and Federal agencies, and after
requesting information from the provinces
and the federal government of Canada,
shall—

(i) compile the inventories of information;
(ii) analyze the information for consist-

ency and gaps; and
(iii) submit to Congress, the International

Joint Commission, and the Great Lakes
States a report that includes recommenda-
tions on ways to improve the information
base on the biohydrological dynamics of the
Great Lakes ecosystem as a whole, so as to
support environmentally sound decisions re-
garding diversions and consumptive uses of
Great Lakes water.

(B) RECOMMENDATIONS.—The recommenda-
tions in the report under subparagraph (A)
shall include recommendations relating to
the resources and funds necessary for imple-
menting improvement of the information
base.

(C) CONSIDERATIONS.—In developing the re-
port under subparagraph (A), the Secretary,
in cooperation with the Secretary of State,
the Secretary of Transportation, and other
relevant agencies as appropriate, shall con-
sider and report on the status of the issues
described and recommendations made in—

(i) the Report of the International Joint
Commission to the Governments of the
United States and Canada under the 1977 ref-
erence issued in 1985; and

(ii) the 1993 Report of the International
Joint Commission to the Governments of
Canada and the United States on Methods of
Alleviating Adverse Consequences of Fluc-
tuating Water Levels in the Great Lakes St.
Lawrence Basin.

(c) GREAT LAKES RECREATIONAL BOATING.—
Not later than 18 months after the date of
enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall,
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using information and studies in existence
on the date of enactment of this Act to the
maximum extent practicable, and in co-
operation with the Great Lakes States, sub-
mit to Congress a report detailing the eco-
nomic benefits of recreational boating in the
Great Lakes basin, particularly at harbors
benefiting from operation and maintenance
projects of the Corps of Engineers.

(d) COOPERATION.—In undertaking activi-
ties under this section, the Secretary shall—

(1) encourage public participation; and
(2) cooperate, and, as appropriate, collabo-

rate, with Great Lakes States, tribal govern-
ments, and Canadian federal, provincial,
tribal governments.

(e) WATER USE ACTIVITIES AND POLICIES.—
The Secretary may provide technical assist-
ance to the Great Lakes States to develop
interstate guidelines to improve the consist-
ency and efficiency of State-level water use
activities and policies in the Great Lakes
basin.

(f) COST SHARING.—The Secretary may seek
and accept funds from non-Federal entities
to be used to pay up to 25 percent of the cost
of carrying out subsections (b), (c), (d), and
(e).
SEC. 224. PROJECTS FOR IMPROVEMENT OF THE

ENVIRONMENT.
Section 1135(c) of the Water Resources De-

velopment Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2309a(c)) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘The Secretary’’ and insert-
ing the following:

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary’’; and
(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(2) CONTROL OF SEA LAMPREY.—Congress

finds that—
‘‘(A) the Great Lakes navigation system

has been instrumental in the spread of sea
lamprey and the associated impacts to its
fishery; and

‘‘(B) the use of the authority under this
subsection for control of sea lamprey at any
Great Lakes basin location is appropriate.’’.
SEC. 225. WATER QUALITY, ENVIRONMENTAL

QUALITY, RECREATION, FISH AND
WILDLIFE, FLOOD CONTROL, AND
NAVIGATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may inves-
tigate, study, evaluate, and report on—

(1) water quality, environmental quality,
recreation, fish and wildlife, flood control,
and navigation in the western Lake Erie wa-
tershed, including the watersheds of the
Maumee River, Ottawa River, and Portage
River in the States of Indiana, Ohio, and
Michigan; and

(2) measures to improve water quality, en-
vironmental quality, recreation, fish and
wildlife, flood control, and navigation in the
western Lake Erie basin.

(b) COOPERATION.—In carrying out studies
and investigations under subsection (a), the
Secretary shall cooperate with Federal,
State, and local agencies and nongovern-
mental organizations to ensure full consider-
ation of all views and requirements of all
interrelated programs that those agencies
may develop independently or in coordina-
tion with the Corps of Engineers.
SEC. 226. IRRIGATION DIVERSION PROTECTION

AND FISHERIES ENHANCEMENT AS-
SISTANCE.

The Secretary may provide technical plan-
ning and design assistance to non-Federal in-
terests and may conduct other site-specific
studies to formulate and evaluate fish
screens, fish passages devices, and other
measures to decrease the incidence of juve-
nile and adult fish inadvertently entering
into irrigation systems. Measures shall be
developed in cooperation with Federal and
State resource agencies and not impair the
continued withdrawal of water for irrigation
purposes. In providing such assistance pri-
ority shall be given based on the objectives

of the Endangered Species Act, cost-effec-
tiveness, and the potential for reducing fish
mortality. Non-Federal interests shall agree
by contract to contribute 50 percent of the
cost of such assistance. Not more than one-
half of such non-Federal contribution may be
made by the provision of services, materials,
supplies, or other in-kind services. No con-
struction activities are authorized by this
section. Not later than 2 years after the date
of enactment of this section, the Secretary
shall report to Congress on fish mortality
caused by irrigation water intake devices,
appropriate measures to reduce mortality,
the extent to which such measures are cur-
rently being employed in the arid States, the
construction costs associated with such
measures, and the appropriate Federal role,
if any, to encourage the use of such meas-
ures.
SEC. 227. SMALL STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION

PROJECTS.
Section 3 of the Act of August 13, 1946 (33

U.S.C. 426g), is amended by striking
‘‘$2,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$3,000,000’’.
SEC. 228. SHORE DAMAGE PREVENTION OR MITI-

GATION.
Section 111 of the River and Harbor Act of

1968 (33 U.S.C. 426(i)) is amended—
(1) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘The

Secretary’’ and inserting ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—
The Secretary’’;

(2) in the second sentence, by striking
‘‘The costs’’ and inserting the following:

‘‘(b) COST SHARING.—The costs’’;
(3) in the third sentence—
(A) by striking ‘‘No such’’ and inserting

the following:
‘‘(c) REQUIREMENT FOR SPECIFIC AUTHORIZA-

TION.—No such’’; and
(B) by striking ‘‘$2,000,000’’ and inserting

‘‘$5,000,000’’; and
(4) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(d) COORDINATION.—The Secretary shall—
‘‘(1) coordinate the implementation of the

measures under this section with other Fed-
eral and non-Federal shore protection
projects in the same geographic area; and

‘‘(2) to the extent practicable, combine
mitigation projects with other shore protec-
tion projects in the same area into a com-
prehensive regional project.’’.
SEC. 229. ATLANTIC COAST OF NEW YORK.

Section 404(c) of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1992 (106 Stat. 4863) is
amended by inserting after ‘‘1997’’ the fol-
lowing: ‘‘and an additional total of $2,500,000
for fiscal years thereafter’’.
SEC. 230. ACCELERATED ADOPTION OF INNOVA-

TIVE TECHNOLOGIES FOR CONTAMI-
NATED SEDIMENTS.

Section 8 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1988 (33 U.S.C. 2314) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsections (b) and (c)
as subsections (c) and (d), respectively; and

(2) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(b) ACCELERATED ADOPTION OF INNOVATIVE
TECHNOLOGIES FOR MANAGEMENT OF CONTAMI-
NATED SEDIMENTS.—

‘‘(1) TEST PROJECTS.—The Secretary shall
approve an appropriate number of projects to
test, under actual field conditions, innova-
tive technologies for environmentally sound
management of contaminated sediments.

‘‘(2) DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS.—The Sec-
retary may approve an appropriate number
of projects to demonstrate innovative tech-
nologies that have been pilot tested under
paragraph (1).

‘‘(3) CONDUCT OF PROJECTS.—Each pilot
project under paragraph (1) and demonstra-
tion project under paragraph (2) shall be con-
ducted by a university with proven expertise
in the research and development of contami-
nated sediment treatment technologies and
innovative applications using waste mate-
rials.’’.

SEC. 231. MISSISSIPPI RIVER COMMISSION.
Notwithstanding any other provision of

law, a member of the Mississippi River Com-
mission (other than the president of the
Commission) shall receive annual pay of
$21,500.
SEC. 232. USE OF PRIVATE ENTERPRISES.

(a) INVENTORY AND REVIEW.—The Secretary
shall inventory and review all activities of
the Corps of Engineers that are not inher-
ently governmental in nature in accordance
with the Federal Activities Inventory Re-
form Act of 1998 (31 U.S.C. 501 note; Public
Law 105–270).

(b) CONSIDERATIONS.—In determining
whether to commit to private enterprise the
performance of architectural or engineering
services (including surveying and mapping
services), the Secretary shall take into con-
sideration professional qualifications as well
as cost.

TITLE III—PROJECT-RELATED
PROVISIONS

SEC. 301. DREDGING OF SALT PONDS IN THE
STATE OF RHODE ISLAND.

The Secretary may acquire for the State of
Rhode Island a dredge and associated equip-
ment with the capacity to dredge approxi-
mately 100 cubic yards per hour for use by
the State in dredging salt ponds in the State.
SEC. 302. UPPER SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BASIN,

PENNSYLVANIA AND NEW YORK.
Section 567(a) of the Water Resources De-

velopment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3787) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(3) The Chemung River watershed, New
York, at an estimated Federal cost of
$5,000,000.’’.
SEC. 303. SMALL FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS.

Section 102 of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3668) is
amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (15)
through (22) as paragraphs (16) through (23),
respectively;

(2) by inserting after paragraph (14) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(15) REPAUPO CREEK AND DELAWARE RIVER,
GLOUCESTER COUNTY, NEW JERSEY.—Project
for tidegate and levee improvements for
Repaupo Creek and the Delaware River,
Gloucester County, New Jersey.’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(24) IRONDEQUOIT CREEK, NEW YORK.—

Project for flood control, Irondequoit Creek
watershed, New York.

‘‘(25) TIOGA COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA.—
Project for flood control, Tioga River and
Cowanesque River and their tributaries,
Tioga County, Pennsylvania.’’.
SEC. 304. SMALL NAVIGATION PROJECTS.

Section 104 of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3669) is
amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (9) through
(12) as paragraphs (11) through (14), respec-
tively; and

(2) by inserting after paragraph (8) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(9) FORTESCUE INLET, DELAWARE BAY, NEW
JERSEY.—Project for navigation for
Fortescue Inlet, Delaware Bay, New Jersey.

‘‘(10) BRADDOCK BAY, GREECE, NEW YORK.—
Project for navigation, Braddock Bay,
Greece, New York.’’.
SEC. 305. STREAMBANK PROTECTION PROJECTS.

(a) ARCTIC OCEAN, BARROW, ALASKA.—The
Secretary shall evaluate and, if justified
under section 14 of the Flood Control Act of
1946 (33 U.S.C. 701r), carry out storm damage
reduction and coastal erosion measures at
the town of Barrow, Alaska.

(b) SAGINAW RIVER, BAY CITY, MICHIGAN.—
The Secretary may construct appropriate
control structures in areas along the Sagi-
naw River in the city of Bay City, Michigan,
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under authority of section 14 of the Flood
Control Act of 1946 (33 Stat. 701r).

(c) YELLOWSTONE RIVER, BILLINGS, MON-
TANA.—The streambank protection project at
Coulson Park, along the Yellowstone River,
Billings, Montana, shall be eligible for as-
sistance under section 14 of the Flood Con-
trol Act of 1946 (33 U.S.C. 701r).

(d) MONONGAHELA RIVER, POINT MARION,
PENNSYLVANIA.—The Secretary shall evalu-
ate and, if justified under section 14 of the
Flood Control Act of 1946 (33 U.S.C. 701r),
carry out streambank erosion control meas-
ures along the Monongahela River at the
borough of Point Marion, Pennsylvania.
SEC. 306. AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION,

SPRINGFIELD, OREGON.
Under section 206 of the Water Resources

Development Act of 1996 (33 U.S.C. 2330), the
Secretary shall conduct measures to address
water quality, water flows, and fish habitat
restoration in the historic Springfield, Or-
egon, millrace through the reconfiguration
of the existing millpond, if the Secretary de-
termines that harmful impacts have oc-
curred as the result of a previously con-
structed flood control project by the Corps of
Engineers.
SEC. 307. GUILFORD AND NEW HAVEN, CON-

NECTICUT.
The Secretary shall expeditiously com-

plete the activities authorized under section
346 of the Water Resources Development Act
of 1992 (106 Stat. 4858), including activities
associated with Sluice Creek in Guilford,
Connecticut, and Lighthouse Point Park in
New Haven, Connecticut.
SEC. 308. FRANCIS BLAND FLOODWAY DITCH.

(a) REDESIGNATION.—The project for flood
control, Eight Mile Creek, Paragould, Ar-
kansas, authorized by section 401(a) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986
(100 Stat. 4112) and known as ‘‘Eight Mile
Creek, Paragould, Arkansas’’, shall be
known and designated as the ‘‘Francis Bland
Floodway Ditch’’.

(b) LEGAL REFERENCES.—Any reference in
any law, map, regulation, document, paper,
or other record of the United States to the
project and creek referred to in subsection
(a) shall be deemed to be a reference to the
Francis Bland Floodway Ditch.
SEC. 309. CALOOSAHATCHEE RIVER BASIN, FLOR-

IDA.
Section 528(e)(4) of the Water Resources

Development Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3770) is
amended in the first sentence by inserting
before the period at the end the following: ‘‘,
including potential land acquisition in the
Caloosahatchee River basin or other areas’’.
SEC. 310. CUMBERLAND, MARYLAND, FLOOD

PROJECT MITIGATION.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The project for flood con-

trol and other purposes, Cumberland, Mary-
land, authorized by section 5 of the Act of
June 22, 1936 (commonly known as the
‘‘Flood Control Act of 1936’’) (49 Stat. 1574,
chapter 688), is modified to authorize the
Secretary to undertake, as a separate part of
the project, restoration of the historic
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal substantially in
accordance with the Chesapeake and Ohio
Canal National Historic Park, Cumberland,
Maryland, Rewatering Design Analysis,
dated February 1998, at a total cost of
$15,000,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$9,750,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost
of $5,250,000.

(b) IN-KIND SERVICES.—The non-Federal in-
terest for the restoration project under sub-
section (a)—

(1) may provide all or a portion of the non-
Federal share of project costs in the form of
in-kind services; and

(2) shall receive credit toward the non-Fed-
eral share of project costs for design and con-
struction work performed by the non-Federal

interest before execution of a project co-
operation agreement and for land, ease-
ments, and rights-of-way required for the
restoration and acquired by the non-Federal
interest before execution of such an agree-
ment.

(c) OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE.—The op-
eration and maintenance of the restoration
project under subsection (a) shall be the full
responsibility of the National Park Service.
SEC. 311. CITY OF MIAMI BEACH, FLORIDA.

Section 5(b)(3)(C)(i) of the Act of August 13,
1946 (33 U.S.C. 426h), is amended by inserting
before the semicolon the following: ‘‘, includ-
ing the city of Miami Beach, Florida’’.
SEC. 312. SARDIS RESERVOIR, OKLAHOMA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall ac-
cept from the State of Oklahoma or an agent
of the State an amount, as determined under
subsection (b), as prepayment of 100 percent
of the water supply cost obligation of the
State under Contract No. DACW56–74–JC–0314
for water supply storage at Sardis Reservoir,
Oklahoma.

(b) DETERMINATION OF AMOUNT.—The
amount to be paid by the State of Oklahoma
under subsection (a) shall be subject to ad-
justment in accordance with accepted dis-
count purchase methods for Government
properties as determined by an independent
accounting firm designated by the Director
of the Office of Management and Budget.

(c) EFFECT.—Nothing in this section shall
otherwise affect any of the rights or obliga-
tions of the parties to the contract referred
to in subsection (a).
SEC. 313. UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND ILLI-

NOIS WATERWAY SYSTEM NAVIGA-
TION MODERNIZATION.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) exports are necessary to ensure job cre-

ation and an improved standard of living for
the people of the United States;

(2) the ability of producers of goods in the
United States to compete in the inter-
national marketplace depends on a modern
and efficient transportation network;

(3) a modern and efficient waterway sys-
tem is a transportation option necessary to
provide United States shippers a safe, reli-
able, and competitive means to win foreign
markets in an increasingly competitive
international marketplace;

(4) the need to modernize is heightened be-
cause the United States is at risk of losing
its competitive edge as a result of the pri-
ority that foreign competitors are placing on
modernizing their own waterway systems;

(5) growing export demand projected over
the coming decades will force greater de-
mands on the waterway system of the United
States and increase the cost to the economy
if the system proves inadequate to satisfy
growing export opportunities;

(6) the locks and dams on the upper Mis-
sissippi River and Illinois River waterway
system were built in the 1930s and have some
of the highest average delays to commercial
tows in the country;

(7) inland barges carry freight at the low-
est unit cost while offering an alternative to
truck and rail transportation that is envi-
ronmentally sound, is energy efficient, is
safe, causes little congestion, produces little
air or noise pollution, and has minimal so-
cial impact; and

(8) it should be the policy of the Corps of
Engineers to pursue aggressively moderniza-
tion of the waterway system authorized by
Congress to promote the relative competi-
tive position of the United States in the
international marketplace.

(b) PRECONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING AND DE-
SIGN.—In accordance with the Upper Mis-
sissippi River-Illinois Waterway System
Navigation Study, the Secretary shall pro-
ceed immediately to prepare engineering de-

sign, plans, and specifications for extension
of locks 20, 21, 22, 24, 25 on the Mississippi
River and the LaGrange and Peoria Locks on
the Illinois River, to provide lock chambers
110 feet in width and 1,200 feet in length, so
that construction can proceed immediately
upon completion of studies and authoriza-
tion of projects by Congress.
SEC. 314. UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER MANAGE-

MENT.
Section 1103 of the Water Resources Devel-

opment Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 652) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (e)—
(A) by striking ‘‘(e)’’ and all that follows

through the end of paragraph (2) and insert-
ing the following:

‘‘(e) UNDERTAKINGS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—
‘‘(A) AUTHORITY.—The Secretary, in con-

sultation with the Secretary of the Interior
and the States of Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota,
Missouri, and Wisconsin, is authorized to
undertake—

‘‘(i) a program for the planning, construc-
tion, and evaluation of measures for fish and
wildlife habitat rehabilitation and enhance-
ment; and

‘‘(ii) implementation of a program of long-
term resource monitoring, computerized
data inventory and analysis, and applied re-
search.

‘‘(B) REQUIREMENTS FOR PROJECTS.—Each
project carried out under subparagraph (A)(i)
shall—

‘‘(i) to the maximum extent practicable,
simulate natural river processes;

‘‘(ii) include an outreach and education
component; and

‘‘(iii) on completion of the assessment
under subparagraph (D), address identified
habitat and natural resource needs.

‘‘(C) ADVISORY COMMITTEE.—In carrying out
subparagraph (A), the Secretary shall create
an independent technical advisory com-
mittee to review projects, monitoring plans,
and habitat and natural resource needs as-
sessments.

‘‘(D) HABITAT AND NATURAL RESOURCE
NEEDS ASSESSMENT.—

‘‘(i) AUTHORITY.—The Secretary is author-
ized to undertake a systemic, river reach,
and pool scale assessment of habitat and nat-
ural resource needs to serve as a blueprint to
guide habitat rehabilitation and long-term
resource monitoring.

‘‘(ii) DATA.—The habitat and natural re-
source needs assessment shall, to the max-
imum extent practicable, use data in exist-
ence at the time of the assessment.

‘‘(iii) TIMING.—The Secretary shall com-
plete a habitat and natural resource needs
assessment not later than 3 years after the
date of enactment of this subparagraph.

‘‘(2) REPORTS.—On December 31, 2005, in
consultation with the Secretary of the Inte-
rior and the States of Illinois, Iowa, Min-
nesota, Missouri, and Wisconsin, the Sec-
retary shall prepare and submit to Congress
a report that—

‘‘(A) contains an evaluation of the pro-
grams described in paragraph (1);

‘‘(B) describes the accomplishments of
each program;

‘‘(C) includes results of a habitat and nat-
ural resource needs assessment; and

‘‘(D) identifies any needed adjustments in
the authorization under paragraph (1) or the
authorized appropriations under paragraphs
(3), (4), and (5).’’;

(B) in paragraph (3)—
(i) by striking ‘‘paragraph (1)(A)’’ and in-

serting ‘‘paragraph (1)(A)(i)’’; and
(ii) by striking ‘‘Secretary not to exceed’’

and all that follows and inserting ‘‘Secretary
not to exceed $22,750,000 for each of fiscal
years 1999 through 2009.’’;

(C) in paragraph (4)—
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(i) by striking ‘‘paragraph (1)(B)’’ and in-

serting ‘‘paragraph (1)(A)(ii)’’; and
(ii) by striking ‘‘$7,680,000’’ and all that fol-

lows and inserting ‘‘$10,420,000 for each of fis-
cal years 1999 through 2009.’’;

(D) by striking paragraphs (5) and (6) and
inserting the following:

‘‘(5) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out paragraph (1)(C) not to exceed
$350,000 for each of fiscal years 1999 through
2009.

‘‘(6) TRANSFER OF AMOUNTS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For each fiscal year be-

ginning after September 30, 1992, the Sec-
retary, in consultation with the Secretary of
the Interior and the States of Illinois, Iowa,
Minnesota, Missouri, and Wisconsin, may
transfer appropriated amounts between the
programs under clauses (i) and (ii) of para-
graph (1)(A) and paragraph (1)(C).

‘‘(B) APPORTIONMENT OF COSTS.—In car-
rying out paragraph (1)(D), the Secretary
may apportion the costs between the pro-
grams authorized by paragraph (1)(A) in
amounts that are proportionate to the
amounts authorized to be appropriated to
carry out those programs, respectively.’’;
and

(E) in paragraph (7)—
(i) in subparagraph (A)—
(I) by inserting ‘‘(i)’’ after ‘‘paragraph

(1)(A)’’; and
(II) by inserting before the period at the

end the following: ‘‘and, in the case of any
project requiring non-Federal cost sharing,
the non-Federal share of the cost of the
project shall be 35 percent’’; and

(ii) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘para-
graphs (1)(B) and (1)(C) of this subsection’’
and inserting ‘‘paragraph (1)(A)(ii)’’;

(2) in subsection (f)(2)—
(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘(A)’’;

and
(B) by striking subparagraph (B); and
(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(k) ST. LOUIS AREA URBAN WILDLIFE HABI-

TAT.—The Secretary shall investigate and, if
appropriate, carry out restoration of urban
wildlife habitat, with a special emphasis on
the establishment of greenways in the St.
Louis, Missouri, area and surrounding com-
munities.’’.
SEC. 315. RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT PRO-

GRAM FOR COLUMBIA AND SNAKE
RIVERS SALMON SURVIVAL.

Section 511 of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1996 (16 U.S.C. 3301 note; Pub-
lic Law 104–303) is amended by striking sub-
section (a) and all that follows and inserting
the following:

‘‘(a) SALMON SURVIVAL ACTIVITIES.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In conjunction with the

Secretary of Commerce and Secretary of the
Interior, the Secretary shall accelerate on-
going research and development activities,
and may carry out or participate in addi-
tional research and development activities,
for the purpose of developing innovative
methods and technologies for improving the
survival of salmon, especially salmon in the
Columbia/Snake River Basin.

‘‘(2) ACCELERATED ACTIVITIES.—Accelerated
research and development activities referred
to in paragraph (1) may include research and
development related to—

‘‘(A) impacts from water resources projects
and other impacts on salmon life cycles;

‘‘(B) juvenile and adult salmon passage;
‘‘(C) light and sound guidance systems;
‘‘(D) surface-oriented collector systems;
‘‘(E) transportation mechanisms; and
‘‘(F) dissolved gas monitoring and abate-

ment.
‘‘(3) ADDITIONAL ACTIVITIES.—Additional re-

search and development activities referred
to in paragraph (1) may include research and
development related to—

‘‘(A) studies of juvenile salmon survival in
spawning and rearing areas;

‘‘(B) estuary and near-ocean juvenile and
adult salmon survival;

‘‘(C) impacts on salmon life cycles from
sources other than water resources projects;

‘‘(D) cryopreservation of fish gametes and
formation of a germ plasm repository for
threatened and endangered populations of
native fish; and

‘‘(E) other innovative technologies and ac-
tions intended to improve fish survival, in-
cluding the survival of resident fish.

‘‘(4) COORDINATION.—The Secretary shall
coordinate any activities carried out under
this subsection with appropriate Federal,
State, and local agencies, affected Indian
tribes, and the Northwest Power Planning
Council.

‘‘(5) REPORT.—Not later than 3 years after
the date of enactment of this section, the
Secretary shall submit to Congress a report
on the research and development activities
carried out under this subsection, including
any recommendations of the Secretary con-
cerning the research and development activi-
ties.

‘‘(6) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated
$10,000,000 to carry out research and develop-
ment activities under paragraph (3).

‘‘(b) ADVANCED TURBINE DEVELOPMENT.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In conjunction with the

Secretary of Energy, the Secretary shall ac-
celerate efforts toward developing and in-
stalling in Corps of Engineers-operated dams
innovative, efficient, and environmentally
safe hydropower turbines, including design of
fish-friendly turbines, for use on the Colum-
bia/Snake River hydrosystem.

‘‘(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated
$35,000,000 to carry out this subsection.

‘‘(c) MANAGEMENT OF PREDATION ON COLUM-
BIA/SNAKE RIVER SYSTEM NATIVE FISHES.—

‘‘(1) NESTING AVIAN PREDATORS.—In con-
junction with the Secretary of Commerce
and the Secretary of the Interior, and con-
sistent with a management plan to be devel-
oped by the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service, the Secretary shall carry out meth-
ods to reduce nesting populations of avian
predators on dredge spoil islands in the Co-
lumbia River under the jurisdiction of the
Secretary.

‘‘(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated
$1,000,000 to carry out research and develop-
ment activities under this subsection.

‘‘(d) IMPLEMENTATION.—Nothing in this sec-
tion affects the authority of the Secretary to
implement the results of the research and
development carried out under this section
or any other law.’’.

SEC. 316. NINE MILE RUN HABITAT RESTORA-
TION, PENNSYLVANIA.

If the Secretary determines that the docu-
mentation is integral to the project, the Sec-
retary shall credit against the non-Federal
share such costs, not to exceed $1,000,000, as
are incurred by the non-Federal interests in
preparing the environmental restoration re-
port, planning and design-phase scientific
and engineering technical services docu-
mentation, and other preconstruction docu-
mentation for the habitat restoration
project, Nine Mile Run, Pennsylvania.

SEC. 317. LARKSPUR FERRY CHANNEL, CALI-
FORNIA.

The Secretary shall work with the Sec-
retary of Transportation on a proposed solu-
tion to carry out the project to maintain the
Larkspur Ferry Channel, Larkspur, Cali-
fornia, authorized by section 601(d) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986
(100 Stat. 4148).

SEC. 318. COMPREHENSIVE FLOOD IMPACT-RE-
SPONSE MODELING SYSTEM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may study
and implement a Comprehensive Flood Im-
pact-Response Modeling System for the
Coralville Reservoir and the Iowa River wa-
tershed, Iowa.

(b) STUDY.—The study shall include—
(1) an evaluation of the combined hydro-

logic, geomorphic, environmental, economic,
social, and recreational impacts of operating
strategies within the watershed;

(2) creation of an integrated, dynamic flood
impact model; and

(3) the development of a rapid response sys-
tem to be used during flood and emergency
situations.

(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 5
years after the date of enactment of this
Act, the Secretary shall transmit a report to
Congress on the results of the study and
modeling system and such recommendations
as the Secretary determines to be appro-
priate.

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated a
total of $2,250,000 to carry out this section.
SEC. 319. STUDY REGARDING INNOVATIVE FI-

NANCING FOR SMALL AND MEDIUM-
SIZED PORTS.

(a) STUDY.—The Comptroller General of
the United States shall conduct a study and
analysis of various alternatives for innova-
tive financing of future construction, oper-
ation, and maintenance of projects in small
and medium-sized ports.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 270 days after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Comp-
troller General shall submit to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works of
the Senate and Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the House of
Representatives and the results of the study
and any related legislative recommendations
for consideration by Congress.
SEC. 320. CANDY LAKE PROJECT, OSAGE COUNTY,

OKLAHOMA.
(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:
(1) FAIR MARKET VALUE.—The term ‘‘fair

market value’’ means the amount for which
a willing buyer would purchase and a willing
seller would sell a parcel of land, as deter-
mined by a qualified, independent land ap-
praiser.

(2) PREVIOUS OWNER OF LAND.—The term
‘‘previous owner of land’’ means a person (in-
cluding a corporation) that conveyed, or a
descendant of a deceased individual who con-
veyed, land to the Corps of Engineers for use
in the Candy Lake project in Osage County,
Oklahoma.

(3) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’
means the Secretary of the Army.

(b) LAND CONVEYANCES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-

vey, in accordance with this section, all
right, title, and interest of the United States
in and to the land acquired by the United
States for the Candy Lake project in Osage
County, Oklahoma.

(2) PREVIOUS OWNERS OF LAND.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall give

a previous owner of land first option to pur-
chase the land described in paragraph (1).

(B) APPLICATION.—
(i) IN GENERAL.—A previous owner of land

that desires to purchase the land described
in paragraph (1) that was owned by the pre-
vious owner of land, or by the individual
from whom the previous owner of land is de-
scended, shall file an application to purchase
the land with the Secretary not later than
180 days after the official date of notice to
the previous owner of land under subsection
(c).

(ii) FIRST TO FILE HAS FIRST OPTION.—If
more than 1 application is filed for a parcel
of land described in paragraph (1), first op-
tions to purchase the parcel of land shall be
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allotted in the order in which applications
for the parcel of land were filed.

(C) IDENTIFICATION OF PREVIOUS OWNERS OF
LAND.—As soon as practicable after the date
of enactment of this Act, the Secretary
shall, to the extent practicable, identify
each previous owner of land.

(D) CONSIDERATION.—Consideration for land
conveyed under this subsection shall be the
fair market value of the land.

(3) DISPOSAL.—Any land described in para-
graph (1) for which an application has not
been filed under paragraph (2)(B) within the
applicable time period shall be disposed of in
accordance with law.

(4) EXTINGUISHMENT OF EASEMENTS.—All
flowage easements acquired by the United
States for use in the Candy Lake project in
Osage County, Oklahoma, are extinguished.

(c) NOTICE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall

notify—
(A) each person identified as a previous

owner of land under subsection (b)(2)(C), not
later than 90 days after identification, by
United States mail; and

(B) the general public, not later than 90
days after the date of enactment of this Act,
by publication in the Federal Register.

(2) CONTENTS OF NOTICE.—Notice under this
subsection shall include—

(A) a copy of this section;
(B) information sufficient to separately

identify each parcel of land subject to this
section; and

(C) specification of the fair market value
of each parcel of land subject to this section.

(3) OFFICIAL DATE OF NOTICE.—The official
date of notice under this subsection shall be
the later of—

(A) the date on which actual notice is
mailed; or

(B) the date of publication of the notice in
the Federal Register.
SEC. 321. SALCHA RIVER AND PILEDRIVER

SLOUGH, FAIRBANKS, ALASKA.
The Secretary shall evaluate and, if justi-

fied under section 205 of the Flood Control
Act of 1948 (33 U.S.C. 701s), carry out flood
damage reduction measures along the lower
Salcha River and on Piledriver Slough, from
its headwaters at the mouth of the Salcha
River to the Chena Lakes Flood Control
Project, in the vicinity of Fairbanks, Alaska,
to protect against surface water flooding.
SEC. 322. EYAK RIVER, CORDOVA, ALASKA.

The Secretary shall evaluate and, if justi-
fied under section 205 of the Flood Control
Act of 1948 (33 U.S.C. 701s), carry out flood
damage reduction measures along the Eyak
River at the town of Cordova, Alaska.
SEC. 323. NORTH PADRE ISLAND STORM DAMAGE

REDUCTION AND ENVIRONMENTAL
RESTORATION PROJECT.

The Secretary shall carry out a project for
ecosystem restoration and storm damage re-
duction at North Padre Island, Corpus Chris-
ti Bay, Texas, at a total estimated cost of
$30,000,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$19,500,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost
of $10,500,000, if the Secretary finds that the
work is technically sound, environmentally
acceptable, and economically justified. The
Secretary shall make such a finding not
later than 270 days after the date of enact-
ment of this Act.
SEC. 324. KANOPOLIS LAKE, KANSAS.

(a) WATER SUPPLY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after

the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary, in cooperation with the State of Kan-
sas or another non-Federal interest, shall
complete a water supply reallocation study
at the project for flood control, Kanopolis
Lake, Kansas, as a basis on which the Sec-
retary shall enter into negotiations with the
State of Kansas or another non-Federal in-

terest for the terms and conditions of a re-
allocation of the water supply.

(2) OPTIONS.—The negotiations for storage
reallocation shall include the following op-
tions for evaluation by all parties:

(A) Financial terms of storage realloca-
tion.

(B) Protection of future Federal water re-
leases from Kanopolis Dam, consistent with
State water law, to ensure that the benefits
expected from releases are provided.

(C) Potential establishment of a water as-
surance district consistent with other such
districts established by the State of Kansas.

(D) Protection of existing project purposes
at Kanopolis Dam to include flood control,
recreation, and fish and wildlife.

(b) IN-KIND CREDIT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may nego-

tiate a credit for a portion of the financial
repayment to the Federal Government for
work performed by the State of Kansas, or
another non-Federal interest, on land adja-
cent or in close proximity to the project, if
the work provides a benefit to the project.

(2) WORK INCLUDED.—The work for which
credit may be granted may include water-
shed protection and enhancement, including
wetland construction and ecosystem restora-
tion.
SEC. 325. NEW YORK CITY WATERSHED.

Section 552(d) of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3780) is
amended by striking ‘‘for the project to be
carried out with such assistance’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘, or a public entity designated by the
State director, to carry out the project with
such assistance, subject to the project’s
meeting the certification requirement of
subsection (c)(1)’’.
SEC. 326. CITY OF CHARLEVOIX REIMBURSE-

MENT, MICHIGAN.
The Secretary shall review and, if con-

sistent with authorized project purposes, re-
imburse the city of Charlevoix, Michigan, for
the Federal share of costs associated with
construction of the new revetment connec-
tion to the Federal navigation project at
Charlevoix Harbor, Michigan.
SEC. 327. HAMILTON DAM FLOOD CONTROL

PROJECT, MICHIGAN.
The Secretary may construct the Hamilton

Dam flood control project, Michigan, under
authority of section 205 of the Flood Control
Act of 1948 (33 U.S.C. 701s).
SEC. 328. HOLES CREEK FLOOD CONTROL

PROJECT, OHIO.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any

other provision of law, the non-Federal share
of project costs for the project for flood con-
trol, Holes Creek, Ohio, shall not exceed the
sum of—

(1) the total amount projected as the non-
Federal share as of September 30, 1996, in the
Project Cooperation Agreement executed on
that date; and

(2) 100 percent of the amount of any in-
creases in the cost of the locally preferred
plan over the cost estimated in the Project
Cooperation Agreement.

(b) REIMBURSEMENT.—The Secretary shall
reimburse the non-Federal interest any
amount paid by the non-Federal interest in
excess of the non-Federal share.
SEC. 329. OVERFLOW MANAGEMENT FACILITY,

RHODE ISLAND.
Section 585(a) of the Water Resources De-

velopment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3791) is
amended by striking ‘‘river’’ and inserting
‘‘sewer’’.
SEC. 330. ANACOSTIA RIVER AQUATIC ECO-

SYSTEM RESTORATION, DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA AND MARYLAND.

The Secretary may use the balance of
funds appropriated for the improvement of
the environment as part of the Anacostia
River Flood Control and Navigation Project

under section 1135 of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2309a) to
construct aquatic ecosystem restoration
projects in the Anacostia River watershed
under section 206 of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1996 (33 U.S.C. 2330).
SEC. 331. EVERGLADES AND SOUTH FLORIDA

ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION.
Subparagraphs (B) and (C)(i) of section

528(b)(3) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3769) are amended
by striking ‘‘1999’’ and inserting ‘‘2003’’.
SEC. 332. PINE FLAT DAM, KINGS RIVER, CALI-

FORNIA.
Under the authority of section 1135(a) of

the Water Resources Development Act of
1986 (33 U.S.C. 2309a), the Secretary shall
carry out a project to construct a turbine
bypass at Pine Flat Dam, Kings River, Cali-
fornia, in accordance with the Project Modi-
fication Report and Environmental Assess-
ment dated September 1996.
SEC. 333. LEVEES IN ELBA AND GENEVA, ALA-

BAMA.
(a) ELBA, ALABAMA.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may repair

and rehabilitate a levee in the city of Elba,
Alabama, at a total cost of $12,900,000.

(2) COST SHARING.—The non-Federal share
of the cost of repair and rehabilitation under
paragraph (1) shall be 35 percent.

(b) GENEVA, ALABAMA.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may repair

and rehabilitate a levee in the city of Gene-
va, Alabama, at a total cost of $16,600,000.

(2) COST SHARING.—The non-Federal share
of the cost of repair and rehabilitation under
paragraph (1) shall be 35 percent.
SEC. 334. TORONTO LAKE AND EL DORADO LAKE,

KANSAS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-

vey to the State of Kansas, by quitclaim
deed and without consideration, all right,
title, and interest of the United States in
and to the 2 parcels of land described in sub-
section (b) on which correctional facilities
operated by the Kansas Department of Cor-
rections are situated.

(b) LAND DESCRIPTION.—The parcels of land
referred to in subsection (a) are—

(1) the parcel located in Butler County,
Kansas, adjacent to the El Dorado Lake
Project, consisting of approximately 32.98
acres; and

(2) the parcel located in Woodson County,
Kansas, adjacent to the Toronto Lake
Project, consisting of approximately 51.98
acres.

(c) CONDITIONS.—
(1) USE OF LAND.—A conveyance of a parcel

under subsection (a) shall be subject to the
condition that all right, title, and interest in
and to the parcel conveyed under subsection
(a) shall revert to the United States if the
parcel is used for a purpose other than that
of a correctional facility.

(2) COSTS.—The Secretary may require
such additional terms, conditions, reserva-
tions, and restrictions in connection with
the conveyance as the Secretary determines
are necessary to protect the interests of the
United States, including a requirement that
the State pay all reasonable administrative
costs associated with the conveyance.
SEC. 335. SAN JACINTO DISPOSAL AREA, GAL-

VESTON, TEXAS.
Section 108 of the Energy and Water Devel-

opment Appropriations Act, 1994 (107 Stat.
1320), is amended in the first sentence of sub-
section (a) and in subsection (b)(1) by strik-
ing ‘‘fee simple absolute title’’ each place it
appears and inserting ‘‘fee simple title to the
surface estate (without the right to use the
surface of the property for the production of
minerals)’’.
SEC. 336. ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE.

Section 219(e)(1) of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1992 (106 Stat. 4835; 110
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Stat. 3757) is amended by striking
‘‘$10,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$15,000,000’’.
SEC. 337. WATER MONITORING STATION.

Section 584(b) of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3791) is
amended by striking ‘‘$50,000’’ and inserting
‘‘$100,000’’.
SEC. 338. UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER COM-

PREHENSIVE PLAN.
(a) DEVELOPMENT.—The Secretary shall de-

velop a plan to address water and related
land resources problems in the upper Mis-
sissippi River basin and the Illinois River
basin, extending from Cairo, Illinois, to the
headwaters of the Mississippi River, to deter-
mine the feasibility of systemic flood dam-
age reduction by means of—

(1) structural and nonstructural flood con-
trol and floodplain management strategies;

(2) continued maintenance of the naviga-
tion project;

(3) management of bank caving, erosion,
watershed nutrients and sediment, habitat,
and recreation; and

(4) other related means.
(b) CONTENTS.—The plan shall contain rec-

ommendations for—
(1) management plans and actions to be

carried out by Federal and non-Federal enti-
ties;

(2) construction of a systemic flood control
project in accordance with a plan for the
upper Mississippi River;

(3) Federal action, where appropriate; and
(4) follow-on studies for problem areas for

which data or current technology does not
allow immediate solutions.

(c) CONSULTATION AND USE OF EXISTING
DATA.—In developing the plan, the Secretary
shall—

(1) consult with appropriate State and Fed-
eral agencies; and

(2) make maximum use of—
(A) data and programs in existence on the

date of enactment of this Act; and
(B) efforts of States and Federal agencies.
(d) REPORT.—Not later than 3 years after

the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary shall submit to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Environment and Public Works of the
Senate a report that includes the plan.
SEC. 339. MCNARY LOCK AND DAM, WASHINGTON.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may con-
vey to a port district or a port authority—

(1) without the payment of additional con-
sideration, any remaining right, title, and
interest of the United States in property ac-
quired for the McNary Lock and Dam, Wash-
ington, project and subsequently conveyed to
the port district or a port authority under
section 108 of the River and Harbor Act of
1960 (33 U.S.C. 578); and

(2) at fair market value, as determined by
the Secretary, all right, title, and interest of
the United States in such property under the
jurisdiction of the Secretary relating to the
project as the Secretary considers appro-
priate.

(b) CONDITIONS, RESERVATIONS, AND RE-
STRICTIONS.—A conveyance under subsection
(a) shall be subject to—

(1) such conditions, reservations, and re-
strictions as the Secretary determines to be
necessary for the development, maintenance,
or operation or the project or otherwise in
the public interest; and

(2) the payment by the port district or port
authority of all administrative costs associ-
ated with the conveyance.
SEC. 340. MCNARY NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE.

(a) TRANSFER OF ADMINISTRATIVE JURISDIC-
TION.—Administrative jurisdiction over the
McNary National Wildlife Refuge is trans-
ferred from the Secretary to the Secretary of
the Interior.

(b) LAND EXCHANGE WITH THE PORT OF
WALLA WALLA, WASHINGTON.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary of the Interior may exchange approxi-
mately 188 acres of land located south of
Highway 12 and comprising a portion of the
McNary National Wildlife Refuge for ap-
proximately 122 acres of land owned by the
Port of Walla Walla, Washington, and lo-
cated at the confluence of the Snake River
and the Columbia River.

(2) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The land ex-
change under paragraph (1) shall be carried
out in accordance with such terms and con-
ditions as the Secretary of the Interior de-
termines to be necessary to protect the in-
terests of the United States, including a re-
quirement that the Port pay—

(A) reasonable administrative costs (not to
exceed $50,000) associated with the exchange;
and

(B) any excess (as determined by the Sec-
retary of the Interior) of the fair market
value of the parcel conveyed by the Sec-
retary of the Interior over the fair market
value of the parcel conveyed by the Port.

(3) USE OF FUNDS.—The Secretary of the In-
terior may retain any funds received under
paragraph (2)(B) and, without further Act of
appropriation, may use the funds to acquire
replacement habitat for the Mid-Columbia
River National Wildlife Refuge Complex.

(c) MANAGEMENT.—The McNary National
Wildlife Refuge and land conveyed by the
Port of Walla Walla, Washington, under sub-
section (b) shall be managed in accordance
with applicable laws, including section 120(h)
of the Comprehensive Environmental Re-
sponse, Compensation, and Liability Act of
1980 (42 U.S.C. 9620(h)) and the National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321
et seq.).
TITLE IV—CHEYENNE RIVER SIOUX

TRIBE, LOWER BRULE SIOUX TRIBE,
AND STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA TERRES-
TRIAL WILDLIFE HABITAT RESTORA-
TION

SEC. 401. CHEYENNE RIVER SIOUX TRIBE, LOWER
BRULE SIOUX TRIBE, AND STATE OF
SOUTH DAKOTA TERRESTRIAL WILD-
LIFE HABITAT RESTORATION.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—Section 601 of division C
of the Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency
Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1999 (112
Stat. 2681–660), is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1), (2), and
(3) as paragraphs (2), (4), and (5), respec-
tively;

(2) by inserting before paragraph (2) (as re-
designated by paragraph (1)) the following:

‘‘(1) COMMISSION.—The term ‘Commission’
means the South Dakota Cultural Resources
Advisory Commission established by section
605(j).’’; and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (2) (as re-
designated by paragraph (1)) the following:

‘‘(3) SECRETARY.—The term ‘Secretary’
means the Secretary of the Army.’’.

(b) TERRESTRIAL WILDLIFE HABITAT RES-
TORATION.—Section 602 of division C of the
Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency Sup-
plemental Appropriations Act, 1999 (112 Stat.
2681–660), is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(4)—
(A) in subparagraph (A)(ii), by striking

‘‘803’’ and inserting ‘‘603’’;
(B) in subparagraph (B)(ii), by striking

‘‘804’’ and inserting ‘‘604’’; and
(C) in subparagraph (C)—
(i) in clause (i)(II), by striking ‘‘803(d)(3)

and 804(d)(3)’’ and inserting ‘‘603(d)(3) and
604(d)(3)’’; and

(ii) in clause (ii)(II)—
(I) by striking ‘‘803(d)(3)(A)(i)’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘603(d)(3)(A)(i)’’; and
(II) by striking ‘‘804(d)(3)(A)(i)’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘604(d)(3)(A)(i)’’;

(2) in subsection (b)—
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking

‘‘803(d)(3)(A)(iii)’’ and inserting
‘‘603(d)(3)(A)(ii)(III)’’; and

(B) in paragraph (4)—
(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking

‘‘803(d)(3)(A)(iii)’’ and inserting
‘‘603(d)(3)(A)(ii)(III)’’; and

(ii) in subparagraph (B), by striking
‘‘804(d)(3)(A)(iii)’’ and inserting
‘‘604(d)(3)(A)(ii)(III)’’; and

(3) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘803 and
804’’ and inserting ‘‘603 and 604’’.

(c) SOUTH DAKOTA TERRESTRIAL WILDLIFE
HABITAT RESTORATION TRUST FUND.—Section
603 of division C of the Omnibus Consolidated
and Emergency Supplemental Appropria-
tions Act, 1999 (112 Stat. 2681–663), is
amended—

(1) in subsection (c)—
(A) by striking ‘‘The Secretary’’ and in-

serting the following:
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary’’; and
(B) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(2) INTEREST RATE.—The Secretary of the

Treasury shall invest amounts in the fund in
obligations that carry the highest rate of in-
terest among available obligations of the re-
quired maturity.’’; and

(2) in subsection (d)—
(A) in paragraph (2), by striking

‘‘802(a)(4)(A)’’ and inserting ‘‘602(a)(4)(A)’’;
and

(B) in paragraph (3)(A)—
(i) in clause (i)—
(I) by striking ‘‘802(a)’’ and inserting

‘‘602(a)’’; and
(II) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end; and
(ii) in clause (ii)—
(I) in subclause (III), by striking ‘‘802(b)’’

and inserting ‘‘602(b)’’; and
(II) in subclause (IV)—
(aa) by striking ‘‘802’’ and inserting ‘‘602’’;

and
(bb) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end.
(d) CHEYENNE RIVER SIOUX TRIBE AND

LOWER BRULE SIOUX TRIBE TERRESTRIAL
WILDLIFE HABITAT RESTORATION TRUST
FUNDS.—Section 604 of division C of the Om-
nibus Consolidated and Emergency Supple-
mental Appropriations Act, 1999 (112 Stat.
2681–664), is amended—

(1) in subsection (c)—
(A) by striking ‘‘The Secretary’’ and in-

serting the following:
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary’’; and
(B) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(2) INTEREST RATE.—The Secretary of the

Treasury shall invest amounts in the fund in
obligations that carry the highest rate of in-
terest among available obligations of the re-
quired maturity.’’; and

(2) in subsection (d)—
(A) in paragraph (2), by striking

‘‘802(a)(4)(B)’’ and inserting ‘‘602(a)(4)(B)’’;
and

(B) in paragraph (3)(A)—
(i) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘802(a)’’ and in-

serting ‘‘602(a)’’; and
(ii) in clause (ii)—
(I) in subclause (III), by striking ‘‘802(b)’’

and inserting ‘‘602(b)’’; and
(II) in subclause (IV), by striking ‘‘802’’ and

inserting ‘‘602’’.
(e) TRANSFER OF FEDERAL LAND TO STATE

OF SOUTH DAKOTA.—Section 605 of division C
of the Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency
Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1999 (112
Stat. 2681–665), is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(2)(B), by striking ‘‘802’’
and inserting ‘‘602’’;

(2) in subsection (c), in the mater preceding
paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘waters’’ and in-
serting ‘‘facilities’’;

(3) in subsection (e)(2), by striking ‘‘803’’
and inserting ‘‘603’’;

(4) by striking subsection (g) and inserting
the following:
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‘‘(g) HUNTING AND FISHING.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

this section, nothing in this title affects ju-
risdiction over the waters of the Missouri
River below the water’s edge and outside the
exterior boundaries of an Indian reservation
in South Dakota.

‘‘(2) JURISDICTION.—
‘‘(A) TRANSFERRED LAND.—On transfer of

the land under this section to the State of
South Dakota, jurisdiction over the land
shall be the same as that over other land
owned by the State of South Dakota.

‘‘(B) LAND BETWEEN THE MISSOURI RIVER
WATER’S EDGE AND THE LEVEL OF THE EXCLU-
SIVE FLOOD POOL.—Jurisdiction over land be-
tween the Missouri River water’s edge and
the level of the exclusive flood pool outside
Indian reservations in the State of South Da-
kota shall be the same as that exercised by
the State on other land owned by the State,
and that jurisdiction shall follow the fluc-
tuations of the water’s edge.

‘‘(D) FEDERAL LAND.—Jurisdiction over
land and water owned by the Federal govern-
ment within the boundaries of the State of
South Dakota that are not affected by this
Act shall remain unchanged.

‘‘(3) EASEMENTS AND ACCESS.—The Sec-
retary shall provide the State of South Da-
kota with easements and access on land and
water below the level of the exclusive flood
pool outside Indian reservations in the State
of South Dakota for recreational and other
purposes (including for boat docks, boat
ramps, and related structures), so long as the
easements would not prevent the Corps of
Engineers from carrying out its mission
under the Act entitled ‘‘An Act authorizing
the construction of certain public works on
rivers and harbors for flood control, and for
other purposes’’, approved December 22, 1944
(commonly known as the ‘Flood Control Act
of 1944’) (58 Stat. 887)).’’; and

(5) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(i) IMPACT AID.—The land transferred

under subsection (a) shall be deemed to con-
tinue to be owned by the United States for
purposes of section 8002 of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20
U.S.C. 7702).’’

(f) TRANSFER OF CORPS OF ENGINEERS LAND
FOR INDIAN TRIBES.—Section 606 of division C
of the Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency
Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1999 (112
Stat. 2681–667), is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(1), by inserting before
the period at the end the following: ‘‘for
their use in perpetuity’’;

(2) in subsection (c), in the matter pre-
ceding paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘waters’’
and inserting ‘‘facilities’’;

(3) in subsection (f), by striking paragraph
(2) and inserting the following:

‘‘(2) HUNTING AND FISHING.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

this section, nothing in this title affects ju-
risdiction over the waters of the Missouri
River below the water’s edge and within the
exterior boundaries of the Cheyenne River
Sioux and Lower Brule Sioux Tribe reserva-
tions.

‘‘(B) JURISDICTION.—On transfer of the land
to the respective tribes under this section,
jurisdiction over the land and on land be-
tween the water’s edge and the level of the
exclusive flood pool within the respective
Tribe’s reservation boundaries shall be the
same as that over land held in trust by the
Secretary of the Interior on the Cheyenne
River Sioux Reservation and the Lower
Brule Sioux Reservation, and that jurisdic-
tion shall follow the fluctuations of the wa-
ter’s edge.

‘‘(C) EASEMENTS AND ACCESS.—The Sec-
retary shall provide the Tribes with such
easements and access on land and water
below the level of the exclusive flood pool in-

side the respective Indian reservations for
recreational and other purposes (including
for boat docks, boat ramps, and related
structures), so long as the easements would
not prevent the Corps of Engineers from car-
rying out its mission under the Act entitled
‘‘An Act authorizing the construction of cer-
tain public works on rivers and harbors for
flood control, and for other purposes’’, ap-
proved December 22, 1944 (commonly known
as the ‘Flood Control Act of 1944’) (58 Stat.
887)).’’;

(4) in subsection (e)(2), by striking ‘‘804’’
and inserting ‘‘604’’; and

(5) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(g) EXTERIOR INDIAN RESERVATION BOUND-

ARIES.—Notheing in this section diminishes,
changes, or otherwise affects the exterior
boundaries of a reservation of an Indian
tribe.’’.

(g) ADMINISTRATION.—Section 607(b) of divi-
sion C of the Omnibus Consolidated and En-
ergy Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1999
(112 Stat. 2681–669), is amended by striking
‘‘land’’ and inserting ‘‘property’’.

(h) STUDY.—Section 608 of division C of the
Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency Sup-
plemental Appropriations Act, 1999 (112 Stat.
2681–670), is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) by striking ‘‘Not late than 1 year after

the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary’’ and inserting ‘‘The Secretary’’;

(B) by striking ‘‘to conduct’’ and inserting
‘‘to complete, not later than October 31,
1999,’’; and

(C) by striking ‘‘805(b) and 806(b)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘605(b) and 606(b)’’;

(2) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘805(b) or
806(b)’’ and inserting ‘‘606(b) or 606(b)’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(c) STATE WATER RIGHTS.—The results of

the study shall not affect, and shall not be
taken into consideration in, any proceeding
to quantify the water rights of any State.

‘‘(d) INDIAN WATER RIGHTS.—The results of
the study shall not affect, and shall not be
taken into consideration in, any proceeding
to quantify the water rights of any Indian
tribe or tribal nation.’’.

(i) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Section 609(a) of division C of the Omnibus
Consolidated and Emergency Supplemental
Appropriations Act, 1999 (112 Stat. 2681–670),
is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘and’’ at
the end;

(2) in paragraph (2)—
(A) by striking ‘‘802(a)’’ and inserting

‘‘605(a)’’; and
(B) by striking ‘‘803(d)(3) and 804(d)(3).’’ and

inserting ‘‘603(d)(3) and 604(d)(3); and’’; and
(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(3) to fund the annual expenses (not to ex-

ceed the Federal cost as of the date of enact-
ment of this Act) of operating recreation
areas to be transferred under sections 605(c)
and 606(c) or leased by the State of South
Dakota or Indian tribes, until such time as
the trust funds under sections 603 and 604 are
fully capitalized.’’.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. BOEHLERT

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, I offer
a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. BOEHLERT moves to strike out all

after the enacting clause of the Senate
bill, S. 507, and insert in lieu thereof
the provisions contained in H.R. 1480 as
passed by the House, as follows:
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York and New Jersey.
Sec. 549. Sea Gate Reach, Coney Island, New

York, New York.
Sec. 550. Woodlawn, New York.
Sec. 551. Floodplain mapping, New York.
Sec. 552. White Oak River, North Carolina.
Sec. 553. Toussaint River, Carroll Township,

Ottawa County, Ohio.
Sec. 554. Sardis Reservoir, Oklahoma.
Sec. 555. Waurika Lake, Oklahoma, water

conveyance facilities.
Sec. 556. Skinner Butte Park, Eugene, Or-

egon.
Sec. 557. Willamette River basin, Oregon.
Sec. 558. Bradford and Sullivan Counties,

Pennsylvania.
Sec. 559. Erie Harbor, Pennsylvania.
Sec. 560. Point Marion Lock And Dam,

Pennsylvania.
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Sec. 562. Southeastern Pennsylvania.
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Sec. 572. Mississippi River Commission.
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ment.
Sec. 574. West Baton Rouge Parish, Lou-

isiana.
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Sec. 581. Wallops Island, Virginia.
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sissippi Place, St. Paul, Min-
nesota.

SEC. 2. SECRETARY DEFINED.
In this Act, the term ‘‘Secretary’’ means

the Secretary of the Army.
TITLE I—WATER RESOURCES PROJECTS

SEC. 101. PROJECT AUTHORIZATIONS.
(a) PROJECTS WITH CHIEF’S REPORTS.—The

following projects for water resources devel-
opment and conservation and other purposes
are authorized to be carried out by the Sec-
retary substantially in accordance with the
plans, and subject to the conditions, de-
scribed in the respective reports designated
in this subsection:

(1) SAND POINT HARBOR, ALASKA.—The
project for navigation, Sand Point Harbor,
Alaska: Report of the Chief of Engineers
dated October 13, 1998, at a total cost of
$11,760,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$6,964,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost
of $4,796,000.

(2) RIO SALADO, SALT RIVER, PHOENIX AND
TEMPE, ARIZONA.—The project for flood con-
trol and environmental restoration, Rio Sa-
lado, Salt River, Phoenix and Tempe, Ari-
zona: Report of the Chief of Engineers dated
August 20, 1998, at a total cost of $88,048,000,
with an estimated Federal cost of $56,355,000
and an estimated non-Federal cost of
$31,693,000.

(3) TUCSON DRAINAGE AREA, ARIZONA.—The
project for flood control, Tucson drainage
area, Arizona: Report of the Chief of Engi-
neers, dated May 20, 1998, at a total cost of
$29,900,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$16,768,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost
of $13,132,000.

(4) AMERICAN RIVER WATERSHED, CALI-
FORNIA.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Folsom Dam Modi-
fication portion of the Folsom Modification
Plan described in the United States Army
Corps of Engineers Supplemental Informa-
tion Report for the American River Water-
shed Project, California, dated March 1996, as
modified by the report entitled ‘‘Folsom
Dam Modification Report, New Outlets
Plan,’’ dated March 1998, prepared by the
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency, at
an estimated cost of $150,000,000, with an es-
timated Federal cost of $97,500,000 and an es-
timated non-Federal cost of $52,500,000. The
Secretary shall coordinate with the Sec-
retary of the Interior with respect to the de-
sign and construction of modifications at
Folsom Dam authorized by this paragraph.

(B) REOPERATION MEASURES.—Upon comple-
tion of the improvements to Folsom Dam au-
thorized by subparagraph (A), the variable
space allocated to flood control within the

Reservoir shall be reduced from the current
operating range of 400,000-670,000 acre-feet to
400,000-600,000 acre-feet.

(C) MAKEUP OF WATER SHORTAGES CAUSED

BY FLOOD CONTROL OPERATION.—The Sec-
retary of the Interior shall enter into, or
modify, such agreements with the Sac-
ramento Area Flood Control Agency regard-
ing the operation of Folsom Dam and res-
ervoir as may be necessary in order that,
notwithstanding any prior agreement or pro-
vision of law, 100 percent of the water needed
to make up for any water shortage caused by
variable flood control operation during any
year at Folsom Dam and resulting in a sig-
nificant impact on recreation at Folsom Res-
ervoir shall be replaced, to the extent the
water is available for purchase, by the Sec-
retary of the Interior.

(D) SIGNIFICANT IMPACT ON RECREATION.—
For the purposes of this paragraph, a signifi-
cant impact on recreation is defined as any
impact that results in a lake elevation at
Folsom Reservoir below 435 feet above sea
level starting on May 15 and ending on Sep-
tember 15 of any given year.

(5) OAKLAND HARBOR, CALIFORNIA.—The
project for navigation, Oakland Harbor, Cali-
fornia: Report of the Chief of Engineers
dated April 21, 1999, at a total cost of
$252,290,000, with an estimated Federal cost
of $128,081,000 and an estimated non-Federal
cost of $124,209,000.

(6) SOUTH SACRAMENTO COUNTY STREAMS,
CALIFORNIA.—The project for flood control,
environmental restoration and recreation,
South Sacramento County streams, Cali-
fornia: Report of the Chief of Engineers
dated October 6, 1998, at a total cost of
$65,500,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$41,200,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost
of $24,300,000.

(7) UPPER GUADALUPE RIVER, CALIFORNIA.—
The project for flood control and recreation,
Upper Guadalupe River, California: Locally
Preferred Plan (known as the ‘‘Bypass Chan-
nel Plan’’), Report of the Chief of Engineers
dated August 19, 1998, at a total cost of
$140,328,000, with an estimated Federal cost
of $70,164,000 and an estimated non-Federal
cost of $70,164,000.

(8) YUBA RIVER BASIN, CALIFORNIA.—The
project for flood control, Yuba River Basin,
California: Report of the Chief of Engineers
dated November 25, 1998, at a total cost of
$26,600,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$17,350,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost
of $9,250,000.

(9) DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE, DELAWARE
AND NEW JERSEY-BROADKILL BEACH, DELA-
WARE.—The project for hurricane and storm
damage reduction, Delaware Bay coastline,
Delaware and New Jersey-Broadkill Beach,
Delaware: Report of the Chief of Engineers
dated August 17, 1998, at a total cost of
$9,049,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$5,674,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost
of $3,375,000, and at an estimated average an-
nual cost of $538,200 for periodic nourishment
over the 50-year life of the project, with an
estimated annual Federal cost of $349,800 and
an estimated annual non-Federal cost of
$188,400.

(10) DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE, DELAWARE
AND NEW JERSEY-PORT MAHON, DELAWARE.—
The project for ecosystem restoration, Dela-
ware Bay coastline, Delaware and New Jer-
sey-Port Mahon, Delaware: Report of the
Chief of Engineers dated September 28, 1998,
at a total cost of $7,644,000, with an esti-
mated Federal cost of $4,969,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $2,675,000, and at
an estimated average annual cost of $234,000
for periodic nourishment over the 50-year life
of the project, with an estimated annual
Federal cost of $152,000 and an estimated an-
nual non-Federal cost of $82,000.

(11) DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE, DELAWARE
AND NEW JERSEY-ROOSEVELT INLET-LEWES
BEACH, DELAWARE.—The project for naviga-
tion mitigation and hurricane and storm
damage reduction, Delaware Bay coastline,
Delaware and New Jersey-Roosevelt Inlet-
Lewes Beach, Delaware: Report of the Chief
of Engineers dated February 3, 1999, at a
total cost of $3,393,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of $2,620,000 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $773,000, and at an esti-
mated average annual cost of $196,000 for
periodic nourishment over the 50-year life of
the project, with an estimated annual Fed-
eral cost of $152,000 and an estimated annual
non-Federal cost of $44,000.

(12) DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE, DELAWARE
AND NEW JERSEY-VILLAS AND VICINITY, NEW
JERSEY.—The project for shore protection
and ecosystem restoration, Delaware Bay
coastline, Delaware and New Jersey-Villas
and vicinity, New Jersey: Report of the Chief
of Engineers dated April 21, 1999, at a total
cost of $7,520,000, with an estimated Federal
cost of $4,888,000 and an estimated non-Fed-
eral cost of $2,632,000.

(13) DELAWARE COAST FROM CAPE HENELOPEN
TO FENWICK ISLAND, BETHANY BEACH/SOUTH
BETHANY BEACH, DELAWARE.—The project for
hurricane and storm damage reduction,
Delaware Coast from Cape Henelopen to
Fenwick Island, Bethany Beach/South Beth-
any Beach, Delaware: Report of the Chief of
Engineers dated April 21, 1999, at a total cost
of $22,205,000, with an estimated Federal cost
of $14,433,000 and an estimated non-Federal
cost of $7,772,000, and at an estimated aver-
age annual cost of $1,584,000 for periodic
nourishment over the 50-year life of the
project, with an estimated annual Federal
cost of $1,030,000 and an estimated annual
non-Federal cost of $554,000.

(14) JACKSONVILLE HARBOR, FLORIDA.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for naviga-

tion, Jacksonville Harbor, Florida: Report of
the Chief of Engineers April 21, 1999, at a
total cost of $26,116,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of $9,129,000 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $16,987,000.

(B) SPECIAL RULE.—Notwithstanding sub-
paragraph (A), the Secretary may construct
the project to a depth of 40 feet if the non-
Federal interest agrees to pay any additional
costs above those for the recommended plan.

(15) TAMPA HARBOR-BIG BEND CHANNEL,
FLORIDA.—The project for navigation, Tampa
Harbor-Big Bend Channel, Florida: Report of
the Chief of Engineers dated October 13, 1998,
at a total cost of $9,356,000, with an esti-
mated Federal cost of $6,235,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $3,121,000.

(16) BRUNSWICK HARBOR, GEORGIA.—The
project for navigation, Brunswick Harbor,
Georgia: Report of the Chief of Engineers
dated October 6, 1998, at a total cost of
$50,717,000, with an estimate Federal cost of
$32,966,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost
of $17,751,000.

(17) BEARGRASS CREEK, KENTUCKY.—The
project for flood control, Beargrass Creek,
Kentucky: Report of the Chief of Engineers,
dated May 12, 1998, at a total cost of
$11,171,300, with an estimated Federal cost of
$7,261,500 and an estimated non-Federal cost
of $3,909,800.

(18) AMITE RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, LOU-
ISIANA.—The project for flood control, Amite
River and tributaries, Louisiana: Report of
the Chief of Engineers dated December 23,
1996, at a total cost of $112,900,000, with an es-
timated Federal cost of $84,675,000 and an es-
timated non-Federal cost of $28,225,000. Cost
sharing for the project shall be determined
in accordance with section 103(a) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (33
U.S.C. 2213), as in effect on October 11, 1996.

(19) BALTIMORE HARBOR ANCHORAGES AND
CHANNELS, MARYLAND AND VIRGINIA.—The
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project for navigation, Baltimore harbor an-
chorages and channels, Maryland and Vir-
ginia: Report of the Chief of Engineers, dated
June 8, 1998, at a total cost of $28,430,000,
with an estimated Federal cost of $19,000,000
and an estimated non-Federal cost of
$9,430,000.

(20) RED RIVER LAKE AT CROOKSTON, MIN-
NESOTA.—The project for flood control, Red
River Lake at Crookston, Minnesota: Report
of the Chief of Engineers, dated April 20,
1998, at a total cost of $8,950,000, with an esti-
mated Federal cost of $5,720,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $3,230,000.

(21) TURKEY CREEK BASIN, KANSAS CITY, MIS-
SOURI, AND KANSAS CITY, KANSAS.—The
project for flood damage reduction, Turkey
Creek Basin, Kansas City, Missouri, and
Kansas City, Kansas: Report of the Chief of
Engineers dated April 21, 1999, at a total cost
of $42,875,000, with an estimated Federal cost
of $25,596,000 and an estimated non-Federal
cost of $17,279,000.

(22) LOWER CAPE MAY MEADOWS, CAPE MAY
POINT, NEW JERSEY.—The project for naviga-
tion mitigation, ecosystem restoration, and
hurricane and storm damage reduction,
Lower Cape May Meadows, Cape May Point,
New Jersey: Report of the Chief of Engineers
dated April 5, 1999, at a total cost of
$15,952,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$12,118,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost
of $3,834,000, and at an estimated average an-
nual cost of $1,114,000 for periodic nourish-
ment over the 50-year life of the project,
with an estimated annual Federal cost of
$897,000 and an estimated annual non-Federal
cost of $217,000.

(23) NEW JERSEY SHORE PROTECTION: TOWN-
SENDS INLET TO CAPE MAY INLET, NEW JER-
SEY.—The project for hurricane and storm
damage reduction and ecosystem restora-
tion, New Jersey Shore Protection: Town-
sends Inlet to Cape May Inlet, New Jersey:
Report of the Chief of Engineers dated Sep-
tember 28, 1998, at a total cost of $56,503,000,
with an estimated Federal cost of $36,727,000
and an estimated non-Federal cost of
$19,776,000, and at an estimated average an-
nual cost of $2,000,000 for periodic nourish-
ment over the 50-year life of the project,
with an estimated annual Federal cost of
$1,300,000 and an estimated annual non-Fed-
eral cost of $700,000.

(24) GUANAJIBO RIVER, PUERTO RICO.—The
project for flood control, Guanajibo River,
Puerto Rico: Report of the Chief of Engi-
neers, dated February 27, 1996, at a total cost
of $27,031,000, with an estimated Federal cost
of $20,273,250 and an estimated non-Federal
cost of $6,757,750. Cost sharing for the project
shall be determined in accordance with sec-
tion 103(a) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2213) as in effect on
October 11, 1986.

(25) RIO GRANDE DE MANATI, BARCELONETA,
PUERTO RICO.—The project for flood control,
Rio Grande De Manati, Barceloneta, Puerto
Rico: Report of the Chief of Engineers, dated
January 22, 1999, at a total cost of $13,491,000,
with an estimated Federal cost of $8,785,000
and an estimated non-Federal cost of
$4,706,000.

(26) RIO NIGUA AT SALINAS, PUERTO RICO.—
The project for flood control, Rio Nigua at
Salinas, Puerto Rico: Report of the Chief of
Engineers, dated April 15, 1997, at a total
cost of $13,702,000, with an estimated Federal
cost of $7,645,000 and an estimated non-Fed-
eral cost of $6,057,000.

(27) SALT CREEK, GRAHAM, TEXAS.—The
project for flood control, environmental res-
toration and recreation, Salt Creek, Graham,
Texas: Report of the Chief of Engineers dated
October 6, 1998, at a total cost of $10,080,000,
with an estimated Federal cost of $6,560,000
and an estimated non-Federal cost of
$3,520,000.

(b) PROJECTS SUBJECT TO REPORT.—The fol-
lowing projects for water resources develop-
ment and conservation and other purposes
are authorized to be carried out by the Sec-
retary substantially in accordance with the
plans, and subject to the conditions, rec-
ommended in a final report of the Corps of
Engineers, if the report is completed not
later than September 30, 1999.

(1) NOME, ALASKA.—The project for naviga-
tion, Nome, Alaska, at a total cost of
$24,608,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$19,660,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost
of $4,948,000.

(2) SEWARD HARBOR, ALASKA.—The project
for navigation, Seward Harbor, Alaska, at a
total cost of $12,240,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of $4,364,000 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $7,876,000.

(3) HAMILTON AIRFIELD, CALIFORNIA.—The
project for wetlands restoration, Hamilton
Airfield, California, at a total cost of
$55,200,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$41,400,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost
of $13,800,000.

(4) DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE, DELAWARE
AND NEW JERSEY: OAKWOOD BEACH, NEW JER-
SEY.—The project for shore protection, Dela-
ware Bay Coastline, Delaware and New Jer-
sey: Oakwood Beach, New Jersey, at a total
cost of $3,360,000, with an estimated Federal
cost of $2,184,000 and an estimated non-Fed-
eral cost of $1,176,000.

(5) DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE, DELAWARE
AND NEW JERSEY: REEDS BEACH AND PIERCES
POINT, NEW JERSEY.—The project for shore
protection and ecosystem restoration, Dela-
ware Bay Coastline, Delaware and New Jer-
sey: Reeds Beach and Pierces Point, New
Jersey, at a total cost of $4,057,000, with an
estimated Federal cost of $2,637,000 and an
estimated non-Federal cost of $1,420,000.

(6) LITTLE TALBOT ISLAND, DUVAL COUNTY,
FLORIDA.—The project for hurricane and
storm damage prevention, Little Talbot Is-
land, Duval County, Florida, at a total cost
of $5,915,000, with an estimated Federal cost
of $3,839,000 and an estimated non-Federal
cost of $2,076,000.

(7) PONCE DE LEON INLET, FLORIDA.—The
project for navigation and related purposes,
Ponce de Leon Inlet, Volusia County, Flor-
ida, at a total cost of $5,454,000, with an esti-
mated Federal cost of $2,988,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $2,466,000.

(8) SAVANNAH HARBOR EXPANSION, GEOR-
GIA.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph
(B), the project for navigation, Savannah
Harbor expansion, Georgia, including imple-
mentation of the mitigation plan, with such
modifications as the Secretary deems appro-
priate, at a total cost of $230,174,000 (of which
amount a portion is authorized for imple-
mentation of the mitigation plan), with an
estimated Federal cost of $145,160,000 and an
estimated non-Federal cost of $85,014,000.

(B) CONDITIONS.—The project authorized by
subparagraph (A) may be carried out only
after—

(i) the Secretary, in consultation with af-
fected Federal, State of Georgia, State of
South Carolina, regional, and local entities,
has reviewed and approved an environmental
impact statement for the project that
includes—

(I) an analysis of the impacts of project
depth alternatives ranging from 42 feet
through 48 feet; and

(II) a selected plan for navigation and an
associated mitigation plan as required by
section 906(a) of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2283); and

(ii) the Secretary of the Interior, the Sec-
retary of Commerce, the Administrator of
the Environmental Protection Agency, and
the Secretary have approved the selected
plan and have determined that the mitiga-

tion plan adequately addresses the potential
environmental impacts of the project.

(C) MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS.—The miti-
gation plan shall be implemented in advance
of or concurrently with construction of the
project.

(9) DES PLAINES RIVER, ILLINOIS.—The
project for flood control, Des Plaines River,
Illinois, at a total cost of $44,300,000 with an
estimated Federal cost of $28,800,000 and an
estimated non-Federal cost of $15,500,000.

(10) NEW JERSEY SHORE PROTECTION, BRIGAN-
TINE INLET TO GREAT EGG HARBOR, BRIGANTINE
ISLAND, NEW JERSEY.—The project for hurri-
cane and storm damage reduction, New Jer-
sey shore protection, Brigantine Inlet to
Great Egg Harbor, Brigantine Island, New
Jersey, at a total cost of $4,970,000, with an
estimated Federal cost of $3,230,000 and an
estimated non-Federal cost of $1,740,000, and
at an estimated average annual cost of
$465,000 for periodic nourishment over the 50-
year life of the project, with an estimated
annual Federal cost of $302,000 and an esti-
mated annual non-Federal cost of $163,000.

(11) COLUMBIA RIVER CHANNEL, OREGON AND
WASHINGTON.—The project for navigation,
Columbia River Channel, Oregon and Wash-
ington, at a total cost of $183,623,000 with an
estimated Federal cost $106,132,000 and an es-
timated non-Federal cost of $77,491,000.

(12) JOHNSON CREEK, ARLINGTON, TEXAS.—
The locally preferred project for flood con-
trol, Johnson Creek, Arlington, Texas, at a
total cost of $20,300,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of $12,000,000 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $8,300,000.

(13) HOWARD HANSON DAM, WASHINGTON.—
The project for water supply and ecosystem
restoration, Howard Hanson Dam, Wash-
ington, at a total cost of $75,600,000, with an
estimated Federal cost of $36,900,000 and an
estimated non-Federal cost of $38,700,000.
SEC. 102. SMALL FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-
duct a study for each of the following
projects and, after completion of such study,
shall carry out the project under section 205
of the Flood Control Act of 1948 (33 U.S.C.
701s):

(1) LANCASTER, CALIFORNIA.—Project for
flood control, Lancaster, California, westside
stormwater retention facility.

(2) GATEWAY TRIANGLE AREA, FLORIDA.—
Project for flood control, Gateway Triangle
area, Collier County, Florida.

(3) PLANT CITY, FLORIDA.—Project for flood
control, Plant City, Florida.

(4) STONE ISLAND, LAKE MONROE, FLORIDA.—
Project for flood control, Stone Island, Lake
Monroe, Florida.

(5) OHIO RIVER, ILLINOIS.—Project for flood
control, Ohio River, Illinois.

(6) REPAUPO CREEK, NEW JERSEY.—Project
for flood control, Repaupo Creek, New Jer-
sey.

(7) OWASCO LAKE SEAWALL, NEW YORK.—
Project for flood control, Owasco Lake sea-
wall, New York.

(8) PORT CLINTON, OHIO.—Project for flood
control, Port Clinton, Ohio.

(9) NORTH CANADIAN RIVER, OKLAHOMA.—
Project for flood control, North Canadian
River, Oklahoma.

(10) ABINGTON TOWNSHIP, PENNSYLVANIA.—
Project for flood control, Baeder and Wana-
maker Roads, Abington Township, Pennsyl-
vania.

(11) PORT INDIAN, WEST NORRITON TOWNSHIP,
MONTGOMERY COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA.—
Project for flood control, Port Indian, West
Norriton Township, Montgomery County,
Pennsylvania.

(12) PORT PROVIDENCE, UPPER PROVIDENCE
TOWNSHIP, PENNSYLVANIA.—Project for flood
control, Port Providence, Upper Providence
Township, Pennsylvania.
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(13) SPRINGFIELD TOWNSHIP, MONTGOMERY

COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA.—Project for flood
control, Springfield Township, Montgomery
County, Pennsylvania.

(14) FIRST CREEK, KNOXVILLE, TENNESSEE.—
Project for flood control, First Creek, Knox-
ville, Tennessee.

(15) METRO CENTER LEVEE, CUMBERLAND
RIVER, NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE.—Project for
flood control, Metro Center Levee, Cum-
berland River, Nashville, Tennessee.

(b) FESTUS AND CRYSTAL CITY, MISSOURI.—
(1) MAXIMUM FEDERAL EXPENDITURE.—The

maximum amount of Federal funds that may
be expended for the project for flood control,
Festus and Crystal City, Missouri, shall be
$10,000,000.

(2) REVISION OF PROJECT COOPERATION
AGREEMENT.—The Secretary shall revise the
project cooperation agreement for the
project referred to in paragraph (1) to take
into account the change in the Federal par-
ticipation in such project pursuant to para-
graph (1).

(3) COST SHARING.—Nothing in this section
shall be construed to affect any cost-sharing
requirement applicable to the project re-
ferred to in paragraph (1) under the Water
Resources Development Act of 1986.
SEC. 103. SMALL BANK STABILIZATION

PROJECTS.
The Secretary shall conduct a study for

each of the following projects and, after
completion of such study, shall carry out the
project under section 14 of the Flood Control
Act of 1946 (33 U.S.C. 701r):

(1) SAINT JOSEPH RIVER, INDIANA.—Project
for streambank erosion control, Saint Jo-
seph River, Indiana.

(2) SAGINAW RIVER, BAY CITY, MICHIGAN.—
Project for streambank erosion control,
Saginaw River, Bay City, Michigan.

(3) BIG TIMBER CREEK, NEW JERSEY.—Project
for streambank erosion control, Big Timber
Creek, New Jersey.

(4) LAKE SHORE ROAD, ATHOL SPRINGS, NEW
YORK.—Project for streambank erosion con-
trol, Lake Shore Road, Athol Springs, New
York.

(5) MARIST COLLEGE, POUGHKEEPSIE, NEW
YORK.—Project for streambank erosion con-
trol, Marist College, Poughkeepsie, New
York.

(6) MONROE COUNTY, OHIO.—Project for
streambank erosion control, Monroe County,
Ohio.

(7) GREEN VALLEY, WEST VIRGINIA.—Project
for streambank erosion control, Green Val-
ley, West Virginia.
SEC. 104. SMALL NAVIGATION PROJECTS.

The Secretary shall conduct a study for
each of the following projects and, after
completion of such study, shall carry out the
project under section 107 of the River and
Harbor Act of 1960 (33 U.S.C. 577):

(1) GRAND MARAIS, ARKANSAS.—Project for
navigation, Grand Marais, Arkansas.

(2) FIELDS LANDING CHANNEL, HUMBOLDT
HARBOR, CALIFORNIA.—Project for navigation,
Fields Landing Channel, Humboldt Harbor,
California.

(3) SAN MATEO (PILLAR POINT HARBOR), CALI-
FORNIA.—Project for navigation San Mateo
(Pillar Point Harbor), California.

(4) AGANA MARINA, GUAM.—Project for navi-
gation, Agana Marina, Guam.

(5) AGAT MARINA, GUAM.—Project for navi-
gation, Agat Marina, Guam.

(6) APRA HARBOR FUEL PIERS, GUAM.—
Project for navigation, Apra Harbor Fuel
Piers, Guam.

(7) APRA HARBOR PIER F–6, GUAM.—Project
for navigation, Apra Harbor Pier F–6, Guam.

(8) APRA HARBOR SEAWALL, GUAM.—Project
for navigation including a seawall, Apra Har-
bor, Guam.

(9) GUAM HARBOR, GUAM.—Project for navi-
gation, Guam Harbor, Guam.

(10) ILLINOIS RIVER NEAR CHAUTAUQUA PARK,
ILLINOIS.—Project for navigation, Illinois
River near Chautauqua Park, Illinois.

(11) WHITING SHORELINE WATERFRONT, WHIT-
ING, INDIANA.—Project for navigation, Whit-
ing Shoreline Waterfront, Whiting, Indiana.

(12) NARAGUAGUS RIVER, MACHIAS, MAINE.—
Project for navigation, Naraguagus River,
Machias, Maine.

(13) UNION RIVER, ELLSWORTH, MAINE.—
Project for navigation, Union River, Ells-
worth, Maine.

(14) DETROIT WATERFRONT, MICHIGAN.—
Project for navigation, Detroit River, Michi-
gan, including dredging and removal of a
reef.

(15) FORTESCUE INLET, DELAWARE BAY, NEW
JERSEY.—Project for navigation for
Fortescue Inlet, Delaware Bay, New Jersey.

(16) BUFFALO AND LASALLE PARK, NEW
YORK.—Project for navigation, Buffalo and
LaSalle Park, New York.

(17) STURGEON POINT, NEW YORK.—Project
for navigation, Sturgeon Point, New York.

(18) FAIRPORT HARBOR, OHIO.—Project for
navigation, Fairport Harbor, Ohio, including
a recreation channel.

SEC. 105. SMALL PROJECTS FOR IMPROVEMENT
OF THE ENVIRONMENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-
duct a study for each of the following
projects and, after completion of such study,
shall carry out the project under section 1135
of the Water Resources Development Act of
1986 (33 U.S.C. 2309a):

(1) ILLINOIS RIVER IN THE VICINITY OF HA-
VANA, ILLINOIS.—Project for the improve-
ment of the environment, Illinois River in
the vicinity of Havana, Illinois.

(2) KNITTING MILL CREEK, VIRGINIA.—Project
for the improvement of the environment,
Knitting Mill Creek, Virginia.

(b) PINE FLAT DAM, KINGS RIVER, CALI-
FORNIA.—The Secretary shall carry out under
section 1135(a) of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2309a(a)) a
project to construct a turbine bypass at Pine
Flat Dam, Kings River, California, in accord-
ance with the Project Modification Report
and Environmental Assessment dated Sep-
tember 1996.

SEC. 106. SMALL AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM RESTORA-
TION PROJECTS.

The Secretary shall conduct a study for
each of the following projects and, after
completion of such study, shall carry out the
project under section 206 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1996 (33 U.S.C.
2330):

(1) CONTRA COSTA COUNTY, BAY DELTA, CALI-
FORNIA.—Project for aquatic ecosystem res-
toration, Contra Costa County, Bay Delta,
California.

(2) INDIAN RIVER, FLORIDA.—Project for
aquatic ecosystem restoration and lagoon
restoration, Indian River, Florida.

(3) LITTLE WEKIVA RIVER, FLORIDA.—Project
for aquatic ecosystem restoration and ero-
sion control, Little Wekiva River, Florida.

(4) COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS.—Project for
aquatic ecosystem restoration and lagoon
restoration and protection, Cook County, Il-
linois.

(5) GRAND BATTURE ISLAND, MISSISSIPPI.—
Project for aquatic ecosystem restoration,
Grand Batture Island, Mississippi.

(6) HANCOCK, HARRISON, AND JACKSON COUN-
TIES, MISSISSIPPI.—Project for aquatic eco-
system restoration and reef restoration
along the Gulf Coast, Hancock, Harrison, and
Jackson Counties, Mississippi.

(7) MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND RIVER DES PERES,
ST. LOUIS, MISSOURI.—Project for aquatic eco-
system restoration and recreation, Mis-
sissippi River and River Des Peres, St. Louis,
Missouri.

(8) HUDSON RIVER, NEW YORK.—Project for
aquatic ecosystem restoration, Hudson
River, New York.

(9) ONEIDA LAKE, NEW YORK.—Project for
aquatic ecosystem restoration, Oneida Lake,
Oneida County, New York.

(10) OTSEGO LAKE, NEW YORK.—Project for
aquatic ecosystem restoration, Otsego Lake,
Otsego County, New York.

(11) NORTH FORK OF YELLOW CREEK, OHIO.—
Project for aquatic ecosystem restoration,
North Fork of Yellow Creek, Ohio.

(12) WHEELING CREEK WATERSHED, OHIO.—
Project for aquatic ecosystem restoration,
Wheeling Creek watershed, Ohio.

(13) SPRINGFIELD MILLRACE, OREGON.—
Project for aquatic ecosystem restoration,
Springfield Millrace, Oregon.

(14) UPPER AMAZON CREEK, OREGON.—
Project for aquatic ecosystem restoration,
Upper Amazon Creek, Oregon.

(15) LAKE ONTELAUNEE RESERVOIR, BERKS
COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA.—Project for aquatic
ecosystem restoration and distilling pond fa-
cilities, Lake Ontelaunee Reservoir, Berks
County, Pennsylvania.

(16) BLACKSTONE RIVER BASIN, RHODE ISLAND
AND MASSACHUSETTS.—Project for aquatic
ecosystem restoration and fish passage fa-
cilities, Blackstone River Basin, Rhode Is-
land and Massachusetts.

TITLE II—GENERAL PROVISIONS
SEC. 201. SMALL FLOOD CONTROL AUTHORITY.

Section 205 of the Flood Control Act of 1948
(33 U.S.C. 701s) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘construction of small
projects’’ and inserting ‘‘implementation of
small structural and nonstructural
projects’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘$5,000,000’’ and inserting
‘‘$7,000,000’’.
SEC. 202. USE OF NON-FEDERAL FUNDS FOR COM-

PILING AND DISSEMINATING INFOR-
MATION ON FLOODS AND FLOOD
DAMAGES.

The last sentence of section 206(b) of the
Flood Control Act of 1960 (33 U.S.C. 709a(b))
is amended by inserting before the period the
following: ‘‘; except that this limitation on
fees shall not apply to funds voluntarily con-
tributed by such entities for the purpose of
expanding the scope of the services requested
by such entities’’.
SEC. 203. CONTRIBUTIONS BY STATES AND PO-

LITICAL SUBDIVISIONS.
Section 5 of the Flood Control Act of June

22, 1936 (33 U.S.C. 701h), is amended by insert-
ing ‘‘or environmental restoration’’ after
‘‘flood control’’.
SEC. 204. SEDIMENT DECONTAMINATION TECH-

NOLOGY.
Section 405 of the Water Resources Devel-

opment Act of 1992 (33 U.S.C. 2239 note; 106
Stat. 4863) is amended—

(1) by adding at the end of subsection (a)
the following:

‘‘(4) PRACTICAL END-USE PRODUCTS.—Tech-
nologies selected for demonstration at the
pilot scale shall be intended to result in
practical end-use products.

‘‘(5) ASSISTANCE BY THE SECRETARY.—The
Secretary shall assist the project to ensure
expeditious completion by providing suffi-
cient quantities of contaminated dredged
material to conduct the full-scale dem-
onstrations to stated capacity.’’;

(2) in subsection (c) by striking the first
sentence and inserting the following: ‘‘There
is authorized to be appropriated to carry out
this section $22,000,000 to complete tech-
nology testing, technology commercializa-
tion, and the development of full scale proc-
essing facilities within the New York/New
Jersey Harbor.’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(e) SUPPORT.—In carrying out the pro-

gram under this section, the Secretary is en-
couraged to utilize contracts, cooperative
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agreements, and grants with colleges and
universities and other non-Federal enti-
ties.’’.
SEC. 205. CONTROL OF AQUATIC PLANTS.

Section 104 of the River and Harbor Act of
1958 (33 U.S.C. 610) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a) by inserting ‘‘arundo,’’
after ‘‘milfoil,’’;

(2) in subsection (b) by striking
‘‘$12,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$15,000,000.’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(c) SUPPORT.—In carrying out this pro-

gram, the Secretary is encouraged to utilize
contracts, cooperative agreements, and
grants with colleges and universities and
other non-Federal entities.’’.
SEC. 206. USE OF CONTINUING CONTRACTS RE-

QUIRED FOR CONSTRUCTION OF
CERTAIN PROJECTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, the Secretary shall
not implement a fully allocated funding pol-
icy with respect to a water resources project
if initiation of construction has occurred but
sufficient funds are not available to com-
plete the project. The Secretary shall enter
into continuing contracts for such project.

(b) INITIATION OF CONSTRUCTION CLARI-
FIED.—For the purposes of this section, initi-
ation of construction for a project occurs on
the date of the enactment of an Act that ap-
propriates funds for the project from one of
the following appropriation accounts:

(1) Construction, General.
(2) Operation and Maintenance, General.
(3) Flood Control, Mississippi River and

Tributaries.
SEC. 207. SUPPORT OF ARMY CIVIL WORKS PRO-

GRAM.
The requirements of section 2361 of title 10,

United States Code, shall not apply to any
contract, cooperative research and develop-
ment agreement, cooperative agreement, or
grant entered into under section 229 of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1996
(110 Stat. 3703) between the Secretary and
Marshall University or entered into under
section 350 of this Act between the Secretary
and Juniata College.
SEC. 208. WATER RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT

STUDIES FOR THE PACIFIC REGION.
Section 444 of the Water Resources Devel-

opment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3747) is amended
by striking ‘‘interest of navigation’’ and in-
serting ‘‘interests of water resources devel-
opment, including navigation, flood damage
reduction, and environmental restoration’’.
SEC. 209. EVERGLADES AND SOUTH FLORIDA

ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION.
(a) PROGRAM EXTENSION.—Section 528(b)(3)

of the Water Resources Development Act of
1996 (110 Stat. 3769) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (B) by striking ‘‘1999’’
and inserting ‘‘2000’’; and

(2) in subparagraph (C)(i) by striking
‘‘1999’’ and inserting ‘‘2003’’.

(b) CREDIT.—Section 528(b)(3) of such Act is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(D) CREDIT OF PAST AND FUTURE ACTIVI-
TIES.—The Secretary may provide a credit to
the non-Federal interests toward the non-
Federal share of a project implemented
under subparagraph (A). The credit shall be
for reasonable costs of work performed by
the non-Federal interests if the Secretary
determines that the work substantially expe-
dited completion of the project and is com-
patible with and an integral part of the
project, and the credit is provided pursuant
to a specific project cooperation agree-
ment.’’.

(c) CALOOSAHATCHEE RIVER BASIN, FLOR-
IDA.—Section 528(e)(4) of such Act is amend-
ed by inserting before the period at the end
of the first sentence the following: ‘‘if the
Secretary determines that such land acquisi-
tion is compatible with and an integral com-

ponent of the Everglades and South Florida
ecosystem restoration, including potential
land acquisition in the Caloosahatchee River
basin or other areas’’.
SEC. 210. BENEFICIAL USES OF DREDGED MATE-

RIAL.
Section 204 of the Water Resources Devel-

opment Act of 1992 (106 Stat. 4826–4827) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (c) by striking ‘‘coopera-
tive agreement in accordance with the re-
quirements of section 221 of the Flood Con-
trol Act of 1970’’ and inserting ‘‘binding
agreement with the Secretary’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(g) NON-FEDERAL INTERESTS.—Notwith-

standing section 221(b) of the Flood Control
Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 1962d–5b(b)), the Sec-
retary, after coordination with the appro-
priate State and local government officials
having jurisdiction over an area in which a
project under this section will be carried out,
may allow a nonprofit entity to serve as the
non-Federal interest for the project.’’.
SEC. 211. HARBOR COST SHARING.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Sections 101 and 214 of
the Water Resources Development Act of
1986 (33 U.S.C. 2211 and 2241; Public Law 99–
662) are amended by striking ‘‘45 feet’’ each
place it appears and inserting ‘‘53 feet’’.

(b) APPLICABILITY.—The amendments made
by subsection (a) shall only apply to a
project, or separable element thereof, on
which a contract for physical construction
has not been awarded before the date of the
enactment of this Act.
SEC. 212. AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION.

Section 206 of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3679–3680) is
amended—

(1) by adding at the end of subsection (b)
the following: ‘‘Before October 1, 2003, the
Federal share may be provided in the form of
grants or reimbursements of project costs.’’;
and

(2) by adding at the end of subsection (c)
the following: ‘‘Notwithstanding section
221(b) of the Flood Control Act of 1970 (42
U.S.C. 1962d–5b(b)), the Secretary, after co-
ordination with the appropriate State and
local government officials having jurisdic-
tion over an area in which a project under
this section will be carried out, may allow a
nonprofit entity to serve as the non-Federal
interest for the project.’’.
SEC. 213. WATERSHED MANAGEMENT, RESTORA-

TION, AND DEVELOPMENT.
(a) NONPROFIT ENTITY AS NON-FEDERAL IN-

TEREST.—Section 503(a) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1996 (110 Stat.
3756) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: ‘‘Notwithstanding section 221(b) of
the Flood Control Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C.
1962d–5b(b)), the Secretary, after coordina-
tion with the appropriate State and local
government officials having jurisdiction over
an area in which a project under this section
will be carried out, may allow a nonprofit
entity to serve as the non-Federal interest
for the project.’’.

(b) PROJECT LOCATIONS.—Section 503(d) of
such Act is amended—

(1) in paragraph (7) by inserting before the
period at the end ‘‘, including Clear Lake’’;
and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(14) Fresno Slough watershed, California.
‘‘(15) Hayward Marsh, Southern San Fran-

cisco Bay watershed, California.
‘‘(16) Kaweah River watershed, California.
‘‘(17) Malibu Creek watershed, California.
‘‘(18) Illinois River watershed, Illinois.
‘‘(19) Catawba River watershed, North

Carolina.
‘‘(20) Cabin Creek basin, West Virginia.
‘‘(21) Lower St. Johns River basin, Flor-

ida.’’.

SEC. 214. FLOOD MITIGATION AND RIVERINE
RESTORATION PILOT PROGRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may un-
dertake a program for the purpose of con-
ducting projects that reduce flood hazards
and restore the natural functions and values
of rivers throughout the United States.

(b) STUDIES AND PROJECTS.—
(1) AUTHORITY.—In carrying out the pro-

gram, the Secretary may conduct studies to
identify appropriate flood damage reduction,
conservation, and restoration measures and
may design and implement projects de-
scribed in subsection (a).

(2) CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION.—The
studies and projects carried out under this
section shall be conducted, to the maximum
extent practicable, in consultation and co-
ordination with the Federal Emergency Man-
agement Agency and other appropriate Fed-
eral agencies, and in consultation and co-
ordination with appropriate State, tribal,
and local agencies.

(3) NONSTRUCTURAL APPROACHES.—The
studies and projects shall emphasize, to the
maximum extent practicable and appro-
priate, nonstructural approaches to pre-
venting or reducing flood damages.

(4) USE OF STATE, TRIBAL, AND LOCAL STUD-
IES AND PROJECTS.—The studies and projects
shall include consideration of and coordina-
tion with any State, tribal, and local flood
damage reduction or riverine and wetland
restoration studies and projects that con-
serve, restore, and manage hydrologic and
hydraulic regimes and restore the natural
functions and values of floodplains.

(c) COST-SHARING REQUIREMENTS.—
(1) STUDIES.—Studies conducted under this

section shall be subject to cost sharing in ac-
cordance with section 105 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C.
2215).

(2) ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND NON-
STRUCTURAL FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS.—The
non-Federal interests shall pay 35 percent of
the cost of any environmental restoration or
nonstructural flood control project carried
out under this section. The non-Federal in-
terests shall provide all land, easements,
rights-of-way, dredged material disposal
areas, and relocations necessary for such
projects. The value of such land, easements,
rights-of-way, dredged material disposal
areas, and relocations shall be credited to-
ward the payment required under this para-
graph.

(3) STRUCTURAL FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS.—
Any structural flood control measures car-
ried out under this section shall be subject
to cost sharing in accordance with section
103(a) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2213(a)).

(4) OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE.—The non-
Federal interests shall be responsible for all
costs associated with operating, maintain-
ing, replacing, repairing, and rehabilitating
all projects carried out under this section.

(d) PROJECT JUSTIFICATION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any

other provision of law or requirement for
economic justification established pursuant
to section 209 of the Flood Control Act of
1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962–2), the Secretary may im-
plement a project under this section if the
Secretary determines that the project—

(A) will significantly reduce potential
flood damages;

(B) will improve the quality of the environ-
ment; and

(C) is justified considering all costs and
beneficial outputs of the project.

(2) ESTABLISHMENT OF SELECTION AND RAT-
ING CRITERIA AND POLICIES.—Not later than
180 days after the date of the enactment of
this section, the Secretary, in cooperation
with State, tribal, and local agencies, shall
develop, and transmit to the Committee on
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Transportation and Infrastructure of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Environment and Public Works of the
Senate, criteria for selecting and rating
projects to be carried out under this section
and shall establish policies and procedures
for carrying out the studies and projects un-
dertaken under this section. Such criteria
shall include, as a priority, the extent to
which the appropriate State government
supports the project.

(e) PRIORITY AREAS.—In carrying out this
section, the Secretary shall examine the po-
tential for flood damage reductions at appro-
priate locations, including the following:

(1) Upper Delaware River, New York.
(2) Willamette River floodplain, Oregon.
(3) Pima County, Arizona, at Paseo De Las

Iglesias and Rillito River.
(4) Los Angeles and San Gabriel Rivers,

California.
(5) Murrieta Creek, California.
(6) Napa County, California, at Yountville,

St. Helena, Calistoga, and American Canyon.
(7) Santa Clara basin, California, at Upper

Guadalupe River and tributaries, San
Francisquito Creek, and Upper Penitencia
Creek.

(8) Pine Mount Creek, New Jersey.
(9) Chagrin River, Ohio.
(10) Blair County, Pennsylvania, at Al-

toona and Frankstown Township.
(11) Lincoln Creek, Wisconsin.
(f) PROGRAM REVIEW.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The program established

under this section shall be subject to an
independent review to evaluate the efficacy
of the program in achieving the dual goals of
flood hazard mitigation and riverine restora-
tion.

(2) REPORT.—Not later than April 15, 2003,
the Secretary shall transmit to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure
of the House of Representatives and the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works of the Senate a report on the findings
of the review conducted under this sub-
section with any recommendations con-
cerning continuation of the program.

(g) COST LIMITATIONS.—
(1) MAXIMUM FEDERAL COST PER PROJECT.—

No more than $30,000,000 may be expended by
the United States on any single project
under this section.

(2) COMMITTEE RESOLUTION PROCEDURE.—
(A) LIMITATION ON APPROPRIATIONS.—No ap-

propriation shall be made to construct any
project under this section the total Federal
cost of construction of which exceeds
$15,000,000 if the project has not been ap-
proved by resolutions adopted by the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure
of the House of Representatives and the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works of the Senate.

(B) REPORT.—For the purpose of securing
consideration of approval under this para-
graph, the Secretary shall transmit a report
on the proposed project, including all rel-
evant data and information on all costs.

(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section—

(1) $25,000,000 for fiscal year 2000;
(2) $25,000,000 for fiscal year 2001 if

$12,500,000 or more is appropriated to carry
out subsection (e) for fiscal year 2000;

(3) $25,000,000 for fiscal year 2002 if
$12,500,000 or more is appropriated to carry
out subsection (e) for fiscal year 2001; and

(4) $25,000,000 for fiscal year 2003 if
$12,500,000 or more is appropriated to carry
out subsection (e) for fiscal year 2002.
SEC. 215. SHORELINE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM.

(a) REVIEW.—The Secretary shall review
the implementation of the Corps of Engi-
neers’ shoreline management program, with

particular attention to inconsistencies in
implementation among the divisions and dis-
tricts of the Corps of Engineers and com-
plaints by or potential inequities regarding
property owners in the Savannah District in-
cluding an accounting of the number and dis-
position of complaints over the last 5 years
in the District.

(b) REPORT.—As expeditiously as prac-
ticable after the date of the enactment of
this Act, the Secretary shall transmit to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure of the House of Representatives
and the Committee on Environment and
Public Works of the Senate a report describ-
ing the results of the review conducted under
subsection (a).
SEC. 216. ASSISTANCE FOR REMEDIATION, RES-

TORATION, AND REUSE.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may pro-

vide to State and local governments assess-
ment, planning, and design assistance for re-
mediation, environmental restoration, or
reuse of areas located within the boundaries
of such State or local governments where
such remediation, environmental restora-
tion, or reuse will contribute to the con-
servation of water and related resources of
drainage basins and watersheds within the
United States.

(b) BENEFICIAL USE OF DREDGED MATE-
RIAL.—In providing assistance under sub-
section (a), the Secretary shall encourage
the beneficial use of dredged material, con-
sistent with the findings of the Secretary
under section 204 of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1992 (33 U.S.C. 2326).

(c) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—The non-Federal
share of the cost of assistance provided
under subsection (a) shall be 50 percent.

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $3,000,000 for each of
fiscal years 2000 through 2004.
SEC. 217. SHORE DAMAGE MITIGATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 111 of the River
and Harbor Act of 1968 (33 U.S.C. 426i; 100
Stat. 4199) is amended by inserting after
‘‘navigation works’’ the following: ‘‘and
shore damages attributable to the Atlantic
Intracoastal Waterway and the Gulf Intra-
coastal Waterway’’.

(b) PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA.—The
project for navigation, Palm Beach County,
Florida, authorized by section 2 of the River
and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945 (59 Stat. 11),
is modified to authorize the Secretary to un-
dertake beach nourishment as a dredged ma-
terial disposal option under the project.

(c) GALVESTON COUNTY, TEXAS.—The Sec-
retary may place dredged material from the
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway on the beaches
along Rollover Pass, Galveston County,
Texas, to stabilize beach erosion.
SEC. 218. SHORE PROTECTION.

(a) NON-FEDERAL SHARE OF PERIODIC NOUR-
ISHMENT.—Section 103(d) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986 (100 Stat.
4085–5086) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(1) CONSTRUCTION.—’’ be-
fore ‘‘Costs of constructing’’;

(2) by inserting at the end the following:
‘‘(2) PERIODIC NOURISHMENT.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph

(B), the non-Federal share of costs of peri-
odic nourishment measures for shore protec-
tion or beach erosion control that are car-
ried out—

‘‘(i) after January 1, 2001, shall be 40 per-
cent;

‘‘(ii) after January 1, 2002, shall be 45 per-
cent; and

‘‘(iii) after January 1, 2003, shall be 50 per-
cent;

‘‘(B) BENEFITS TO PRIVATELY OWNED
SHORES.—All costs assigned to benefits of
periodic nourishment measures to privately

owned shores (where use of such shores is
limited to private interests) or to prevention
of losses of private lands shall be borne by
the non-Federal interest and all costs as-
signed to the protection of federally owned
shores for such measures shall be borne by
the United States.’’; and

(C) by indenting paragraph (1) (as des-
ignated by subparagraph (A) of this para-
graph) and aligning such paragraph with
paragraph (2) (as added by subparagraph (B)
of this paragraph).

(b) UTILIZATION OF SAND FROM OUTER CON-
TINENTAL SHELF.—Section 8(k)(2)(B) of the
Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act (43 U.S.C.
1337(k)(2)(B)) is amended by striking ‘‘an
agency of the Federal Government’’ and in-
serting ‘‘a Federal, State, or local govern-
ment agency’’.

(c) REPORT ON NATION’S SHORELINES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 3 years

after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Secretary shall report to Congress on the
state of the Nation’s shorelines.

(2) CONTENTS.—The report shall include—
(A) a description of the extent of, and eco-

nomic and environmental effects caused by,
erosion and accretion along the Nation’s
shores and the causes thereof;

(B) a description of resources committed
by local, State, and Federal governments to
restore and renourish shorelines;

(C) a description of the systematic move-
ment of sand along the Nation’s shores; and

(D) recommendations regarding (i) appro-
priate levels of Federal and non-Federal par-
ticipation in shoreline protection, and (ii)
utilization of a systems approach to sand
management.

(3) UTILIZATION OF SPECIFIC LOCATION
DATA.—In developing the report, the Sec-
retary shall utilize data from specific loca-
tions on the Atlantic, Pacific, Great Lakes,
and Gulf of Mexico coasts.

(d) NATIONAL COASTAL DATA BANK.—
(1) ESTABLISHMENT OF DATA BANK.—Not

later than 2 years after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, the Secretary shall estab-
lish a national coastal data bank containing
data on the geophysical and climatological
characteristics of the Nation’s shorelines.

(2) CONTENT.—To the extent practical, the
national coastal data bank shall include data
regarding current and predicted shoreline
positions, information on federally-author-
ized shore protection projects, and data on
the movement of sand along the Nation’s
shores, including impediments to such move-
ment caused by natural and manmade fea-
tures.

(3) ACCESS.—The national coastal data
bank shall be made readily accessible to the
public.

SEC. 219. FLOOD PREVENTION COORDINATION.

Section 206 of the Flood Control Act of 1960
(33 U.S.C. 709a) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsections (b) and (c)
as subsections (c) and (d), respectively; and

(2) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(b) FLOOD PREVENTION COORDINATION.—
The Secretary shall coordinate with the Di-
rector of the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency and the heads of other Federal
agencies to ensure that flood control
projects and plans are complementary and
integrated to the extent practicable and ap-
propriate.’’.

SEC. 220. ANNUAL PASSES FOR RECREATION.

Section 208(c)(4) of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1996 (16 U.S.C. 460d note;
110 Stat. 3680) is amended by striking ‘‘1999,
or the date of transmittal of the report
under paragraph (3)’’ and inserting ‘‘2003’’.
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SEC. 221. COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS FOR ENVI-

RONMENTAL AND RECREATIONAL
MEASURES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is author-
ized to enter into cooperative agreements
with non-Federal public bodies and non-prof-
it entities for the purpose of facilitating col-
laborative efforts involving environmental
protection and restoration, natural resources
conservation, and recreation in connection
with the development, operation, and man-
agement of water resources projects under
the jurisdiction of the Department of the
Army.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 18 months
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Secretary shall transmit to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure
of the House of Representatives and the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works of the Senate a report that includes—

(1) a listing and general description of the
cooperative agreements entered into by the
Secretary with non-Federal public bodies
and entities under subsection (a);

(2) a determination of whether such agree-
ments are facilitating collaborative efforts;
and

(3) a recommendation on whether such
agreements should be further encouraged.
SEC. 222. NONSTRUCTURAL FLOOD CONTROL

PROJECTS.
(a) ANALYSIS OF BENEFITS.—Section 308 of

the Water Resources Development Act of
1990 (33 U.S.C. 2318; 104 Stat. 4638) is
amended—

(1) in the heading to subsection (a) by in-
serting ‘‘ELEMENTS EXCLUDED FROM’’ before
‘‘BENEFIT-COST’’;

(2) by redesignating subsections (b)
through (e) as subsections (c) through (f), re-
spectively; and

(3) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(b) FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION BENEFITS.—
In calculating the benefits of a proposed
project for nonstructural flood damage re-
duction, the Secretary shall calculate bene-
fits of nonstructural projects using methods
similar to structural projects, including
similar treatment in calculating the benefits
from losses avoided from both structural and
nonstructural alternatives. In carrying out
this subsection, the Secretary should avoid
double counting of benefits.’’.

(b) REEVALUATION OF FLOOD CONTROL
PROJECTS.—At the request of a non-Federal
interest for a flood control project, the Sec-
retary shall conduct a reevaluation of a pre-
viously authorized project to consider non-
structural alternatives in light of the
amendments made by subsection (a).

(c) COST SHARING.—Section 103(b) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (33
U.S.C. 2213(b)) is amended by adding at the
end the following: ‘‘At any time during con-
struction of the project, where the Secretary
determines that the costs of lands, ease-
ments, rights-of-way, dredged material dis-
posal areas, and relocations in combination
with other costs contributed by the non-Fed-
eral interests will exceed 35 percent, any ad-
ditional costs for the project, but not to ex-
ceed 65 percent of the total costs of the
project, shall be a Federal responsibility and
shall be contributed during construction as
part of the Federal share.’’.
SEC. 223. LAKES PROGRAM.

Section 602(a) of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1986 (110 Stat. 3758) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (15);

(2) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (16) and inserting a semicolon; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(17) Clear Lake, Lake County, California,

removal of silt and aquatic growth and meas-

ures to address excessive sedimentation and
high nutrient concentration;

‘‘(18) Osgood Pond, Milford, Hillsborough
County, New Hampshire, removal of silt and
aquatic growth and measures to address ex-
cessive sedimentation; and

‘‘(19) Flints Pond, Hollis, Hillsborough
County, New Hampshire, removal of silt and
aquatic growth and measures to address ex-
cessive sedimentation.’’.
SEC. 224. CONSTRUCTION OF FLOOD CONTROL

PROJECTS BY NON-FEDERAL INTER-
ESTS.

(a) CONSTRUCTION BY NON-FEDERAL INTER-
ESTS.—Section 211(d)(1) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1996 (33 U.S.C.
701b–13(d)(1)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘(b) or’’;
(2) by striking ‘‘Any non-Federal’’ and in-

serting the following:
‘‘(A) STUDIES AND DESIGN ACTIVITIES UNDER

SUBSECTION (b).—A non-Federal interest may
only carry out construction for which stud-
ies and design documents are prepared under
subsection (b) if the Secretary approves such
construction. The Secretary shall approve
such construction unless the Secretary de-
termines, in writing, that the design docu-
ments do not meet standard practices for de-
sign methodologies or that the project is not
economically justified or environmentally
acceptable or does not meet the require-
ments for obtaining the appropriate permits
required under the Secretary’s authority.
The Secretary shall not unreasonably with-
hold approval. Nothing in this subparagraph
may be construed to affect any regulatory
authority of the Secretary.

‘‘(B) STUDIES AND DESIGN ACTIVITIES UNDER
SUBSECTION (c).—Any non-Federal’’; and

(3) by aligning the remainder of subpara-
graph (B) (as designated by paragraph (2) of
this subsection) with subparagraph (A) (as
inserted by paragraph (2) of this subsection).

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
211(d)(2) of such Act is amended by inserting
‘‘(other than paragraph (1)(A))’’ after ‘‘this
subsection’’.

(c) REIMBURSEMENT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 211(e)(1) of such

Act is amended—
(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph

(1) by inserting after ‘‘constructed pursuant
to this section’’ the following: ‘‘and provide
credit for the non-Federal share of the
project’’;

(B) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of sub-
paragraph (A);

(C) by striking the period at the end of sub-
paragraph (B) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(D) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(C) if the construction work is reasonably

equivalent to Federal construction work.’’.
(2) SPECIAL RULES.—Section 211(e)(2)(A) of

such Act is amended—
(A) by striking ‘‘subject to amounts being

made available in advance in appropriations
Acts’’ and inserting ‘‘subject to appropria-
tions’’; and

(B) by inserting after ‘‘the cost of such
work’’ the following: ‘‘, or provide credit (de-
pending on the request of the non-Federal in-
terest) for the non-Federal share of such
work,’’.

(3) SCHEDULE AND MANNER OF REIMBURSE-
MENTS.—Section 211(e) of such Act (33 U.S.C.
701b–13(e)) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(6) SCHEDULE AND MANNER OF REIMBURSE-
MENT.—

‘‘(A) BUDGETING.—The Secretary shall
budget and request appropriations for reim-
bursements under this section on a schedule
that is consistent with a Federal construc-
tion schedule.

‘‘(B) COMMENCEMENT OF REIMBURSEMENTS.—
Reimbursements under this section may

commence upon approval of a project by the
Secretary.

‘‘(C) CREDIT.—At the request of a non-Fed-
eral interest, the Secretary may reimburse
the non-Federal interest by providing credit
toward future non-Federal costs of the
project.

‘‘(D) SCHEDULING.—Nothing in this para-
graph shall affect the President’s discretion
to schedule new construction starts.’’.
SEC. 225. ENHANCEMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE

RESOURCES.
Section 906(e) of the Water Resources De-

velopment Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2283(e)) is
amended by inserting after the second sen-
tence the following: ‘‘Not more than 80 per-
cent of the non-Federal share of such first
costs may be satisfied through in-kind con-
tributions, including facilities, supplies, and
services that are necessary to carry out the
enhancement project.’’.
SEC. 226. SENSE OF CONGRESS; REQUIREMENT

REGARDING NOTICE.
(a) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIP-

MENT AND PRODUCTS.—It is the sense of Con-
gress that, to the greatest extent prac-
ticable, all equipment and products pur-
chased with funds made available under this
Act should be American made.

(b) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.—
In providing financial assistance under this
Act, the Secretary, to the greatest extent
practicable, shall provide to each recipient
of the assistance a notice describing the
statement made in subsection (a).
SEC. 227. PERIODIC BEACH NOURISHMENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 506(a) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1996
(110 Stat. 3757) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

‘‘(5) LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA.—Project for
shoreline protection, Lee County, Captiva Is-
land segment, Florida.’’.

(b) PROJECTS.—Section 506(b)(3) of such Act
(110 Stat. 3758) is amended by striking sub-
paragraph (A) and redesignating subpara-
graphs (B) through (D) as subparagraphs (A)
through (C), respectively.
SEC. 228. ENVIRONMENTAL DREDGING.

Section 312 of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1990 (104 Stat. 4639–4640) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (b)(1) by striking ‘‘50’’ and
inserting ‘‘35’’; and

(2) in subsection (d) by striking ‘‘non-Fed-
eral responsibility’’ and inserting ‘‘shared as
a cost of construction’’.
SEC. 229. WETLANDS MITIGATION.

In carrying out a water resources project
that involves wetlands mitigation and that
has an impact that occurs within the service
area of a mitigation bank, the Secretary, to
the maximum extent practicable and where
appropriate, shall give preference to the use
of the mitigation bank if the bank contains
sufficient available credits to offset the im-
pact and the bank is approved in accordance
with the Federal Guidance for the Establish-
ment, Use and Operation of Mitigation
Banks (60 Fed. Reg. 58605 (November 28, 1995))
or other applicable Federal law (including
regulations).

TITLE III—PROJECT-RELATED
PROVISIONS

SEC. 301. MISSOURI RIVER LEVEE SYSTEM.
The project for flood control, Missouri

River Levee System, authorized by section 10
of the Act entitled ‘‘An Act authorizing the
construction of certain public works on riv-
ers and harbors for flood control, and other
purposes’’, approved December 22, 1944 (58
Stat. 897), is modified to provide that project
costs totaling $2,616,000 expended on Units L–
15, L–246, and L–385 out of the Construction,
General account of the Corps of Engineers
before the date of the enactment of the
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Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (33
U.S.C. 2201 note) shall not be treated as part
of total project costs.
SEC. 302. OUZINKIE HARBOR, ALASKA.

(a) MAXIMUM FEDERAL EXPENDITURE.—The
maximum amount of Federal funds that may
be expended for the project for navigation,
Ouzinkie Harbor, Alaska, shall be $8,500,000.

(b) REVISION OF PROJECT COOPERATION
AGREEMENT.—The Secretary shall revise the
project cooperation agreement for the
project referred to in subsection (a) to take
into account the change in the Federal par-
ticipation in such project pursuant to sub-
section (a).

(c) COST SHARING.—Nothing in this section
shall be construed to affect any cost-sharing
requirement applicable to the project re-
ferred to in subsection (a) under the Water
Resources Development Act of 1986.
SEC. 303. GREERS FERRY LAKE, ARKANSAS.

The project for flood control, Greers Ferry
Lake, Arkansas, authorized by the Act enti-
tled ‘‘An Act authorizing the construction of
certain public works on rivers and harbors
for flood control, and other purposes’’, ap-
proved June 28, 1938 (52 Stat. 1218), is modi-
fied to authorize the Secretary to construct
water intake facilities for the benefit of
Lonoke and White Counties, Arkansas.
SEC. 304. TEN- AND FIFTEEN-MILE BAYOUS, AR-

KANSAS.
The project for flood control, St. Francis

River Basin, Missouri and Arkansas, author-
ized by section 204 of the Flood Control Act
of 1950 (64 Stat. 172), is modified to expand
the project boundaries to include Ten- and
Fifteen-Mile Bayous near West Memphis, Ar-
kansas. Notwithstanding section 103(f) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986
(100 Stat. 4086), the flood control work at
Ten- and Fifteen-Mile Bayous shall not be
considered separable elements of the St.
Francis River Basin project.
SEC. 305. LOGGY BAYOU, RED RIVER BELOW

DENISON DAM, ARKANSAS, LOU-
ISIANA, OKLAHOMA, AND TEXAS.

The project for flood control on the Red
River Below Denison Dam, Arkansas, Lou-
isiana, Oklahoma, and Texas, authorized by
section 10 of the Flood Control Act of 1946 (60
Stat. 647), is modified to direct the Secretary
to conduct a study to determine the feasi-
bility of expanding the project to include
mile 0.0 to mile 7.8 of Loggy Bayou between
the Red River and Flat River. If the Sec-
retary determines as a result of the study
that the project should be expanded, the Sec-
retary may assume responsibility for oper-
ation and maintenance of the expanded
project.
SEC. 306. SACRAMENTO RIVER, GLENN-COLUSA,

CALIFORNIA.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The project for flood con-

trol, Sacramento River, California, author-
ized by section 2 of the Act entitled ‘‘An Act
to provide for the control of the floods of the
Mississippi River and of the Sacramento
River, California, and for other purposes’’,
approved March 1, 1917 (39 Stat. 949), and
modified by section 102 of the Energy and
Water Development Appropriations Act, 1990
(103 Stat. 649), section 301(b)(3) of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1996 (110 Stat.
3110), and title I of the Energy and Water De-
velopment Appropriations Act, 1999 (112 Stat.
1841), is further modified to authorize the
Secretary—

(1) to carry out the portion of the project
at Glenn-Colusa, California, at a total cost of
$26,000,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$20,000,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost
of $6,000,000; and

(2) to carry out bank stabilization work in
the vicinity of the riverbed gradient facility,
particularly in the vicinity of River Mile 208.

(b) CREDIT.—The Secretary shall provide
the non-Federal interests for the project re-

ferred to in subsection (a) a credit of up to
$4,000,000 toward the non-Federal share of the
project costs for the direct and indirect costs
incurred by the non-Federal sponsor in car-
rying out activities associated with environ-
mental compliance for the project. Such
credit may be in the form of reimbursements
for costs which were incurred by the non-
Federal interests prior to an agreement with
the Corps of Engineers, to include the value
of lands, easements, rights-of-way, reloca-
tions, or dredged material disposal areas.
SEC. 307. SAN LORENZO RIVER, CALIFORNIA.

The project for flood control and habitat
restoration, San Lorenzo River, California,
authorized by section 101(a)(5) of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1996 (110 Stat.
3663), is modified to authorize the Secretary
to expand the boundaries of the project to in-
clude bank stabilization for a 1,000-foot por-
tion of the San Lorenzo River.
SEC. 308. TERMINUS DAM, KAWEAH RIVER, CALI-

FORNIA.
(a) TRANSFER OF TITLE TO ADDITIONAL

LAND.—If the non-Federal interests for the
project for flood control and water supply,
Terminus Dam, Kaweah River, California,
authorized by section 101(b)(5) of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1996 (110 Stat.
3667), transfers to the Secretary without con-
sideration title to perimeter lands acquired
for the project by the non-Federal interests,
the Secretary may accept the transfer of
such title.

(b) LANDS, EASEMENT, AND RIGHTS-OF-
WAY.—Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to change, modify, or otherwise affect
the responsibility of the non-Federal inter-
ests to provide lands, easements, rights-of-
way, relocations, and dredged material dis-
posal areas necessary for the Terminus Dam
project and to perform operation and main-
tenance for the project.

(c) OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE.—Upon re-
quest by the non-Federal interests, the Sec-
retary shall carry out operation, mainte-
nance, repair, replacement, and rehabilita-
tion of the project if the non-Federal inter-
ests enter into a binding agreement with the
Secretary to reimburse the Secretary for 100
percent of the costs of such operation, main-
tenance, repair, replacement, and rehabilita-
tion.

(d) HOLD HARMLESS.—The non-Federal in-
terests shall hold the United States harmless
for ownership, operation, and maintenance of
lands and facilities of the Terminus Dam
project title to which is transferred to the
Secretary under this section.
SEC. 309. DELAWARE RIVER MAINSTEM AND

CHANNEL DEEPENING, DELAWARE,
NEW JERSEY, AND PENNSYLVANIA.

The project for navigation, Delaware River
Mainstem and Channel Deepening, Delaware,
New Jersey and Pennsylvania, authorized by
section 101(6) of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1992 (106 Stat. 4802), is modi-
fied as follows:

(1) The Secretary is authorized to provide
non-Federal interests credit toward cash
contributions required for construction and
subsequent to construction for engineering
and design and construction management
work that is performed by non-Federal inter-
ests and that the Secretary determines is
necessary to implement the project. Any
such credits extended shall reduce the Phila-
delphia District’s private sector performance
goals for engineering work by a like amount.

(2) The Secretary is authorized to provide
to non-Federal interests credit toward cash
contributions required during construction
and subsequent to construction for the costs
of construction carried out by the non-Fed-
eral interest on behalf of the Secretary and
that the Secretary determines is necessary
to implement the project.

(3) The Secretary is authorized to enter
into an agreement with a non-Federal inter-
est for the payment of disposal or tipping
fees for dredged material from a Federal
project other than for the construction or
operation and maintenance of the new deep-
ening project as described in the Limited Re-
evaluation Report of May 1997, where the
non-Federal interest has supplied the cor-
responding disposal capacity.

(4) The Secretary is authorized to enter
into an agreement with a non-Federal inter-
est that will provide that the non-Federal in-
terest may carry out or cause to have car-
ried out, on behalf of the Secretary, a dis-
posal area management program for dredged
material disposal areas necessary to con-
struct, operate, and maintain the project and
to authorize the Secretary to reimburse the
non-Federal interest for the costs of the dis-
posal area management program activities
carried out by the non-Federal interest.

SEC. 310. POTOMAC RIVER, WASHINGTON, DIS-
TRICT OF COLUMBIA.

The project for flood control, Potomac
River, Washington, District of Columbia, au-
thorized by section 5 of the Flood Control
Act of June 22, 1936 (69 Stat. 1574), and modi-
fied by section 301(a)(4) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1996 (110 Stat.
3707), is further modified to authorize the
Secretary to construct the project at a Fed-
eral cost of $6,129,000.

SEC. 311. BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA.

(a) STUDY.—The Secretary, in cooperation
with the non-Federal interest, shall conduct
a study of any damage to the project for
shoreline protection, Brevard County, Flor-
ida, authorized by section 101(b)(7) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1996
(110 Stat. 3667), to determine whether the
damage is the result of a Federal navigation
project.

(b) CONDITIONS.—In conducting the study,
the Secretary shall utilize the services of an
independent coastal expert who shall con-
sider all relevant studies completed by the
Corps of Engineers and the project’s local
sponsor. The study shall be completed within
120 days of the date of the enactment of this
Act.

(c) MITIGATION OF DAMAGES.—After comple-
tion of the study, the Secretary shall miti-
gate any damage to the shoreline protection
project that is the result of a Federal naviga-
tion project. The costs of the mitigation
shall be allocated to the Federal navigation
project as operation and maintenance.

SEC. 312. BROWARD COUNTY AND HILLSBORO
INLET, FLORIDA.

The project for shoreline protection,
Broward County and Hillsboro Inlet, Florida,
authorized by section 301 of the River and
Harbor Act of 1965 (79 Stat. 1090), is modified
to authorize the Secretary to reimburse the
non-Federal interest for the Federal share of
the cost of preconstruction planning and de-
sign for the project upon execution of a con-
tract to construct the project if the Sec-
retary determines such work is compatible
with and integral to the project.

SEC. 313. FORT PIERCE, FLORIDA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The project for shore pro-
tection and harbor mitigation, Fort Pierce,
Florida, authorized by section 301 of the
River and Harbor Act of 1965 (79 Stat. 1092)
and section 506(a)(2) of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3757), is
modified to incorporate an additional 1 mile
into the project in accordance with a final
approved General Reevaluation Report, at a
total cost for initial nourishment for the en-
tire project of $9,128,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of $7,073,500 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $2,054,500.
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(b) PERIOD NOURISHMENT.—Periodic nour-

ishment is authorized for the project in ac-
cordance with section 506(a)(2) of Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1996 (110 Stat.
3757).

(c) REVISION OF THE PROJECT COOPERATION
AGREEMENT.—The Secretary shall revise the
project cooperation agreement for the
project referred to in subsection (a) to take
into account the change in Federal partici-
pation in the project pursuant to subsection
(a).
SEC. 314. NASSAU COUNTY, FLORIDA.

The project for beach erosion control, Nas-
sau County (Amelia Island), Florida, author-
ized by section 3(a)(3) of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1988 (102 Stat. 4013), is
modified to authorize the Secretary to con-
struct the project at a total cost of
$17,000,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$13,300,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost
of $3,700,000.
SEC. 315. MIAMI HARBOR CHANNEL, FLORIDA.

The project for navigation, Miami Harbor
Channel, Florida, authorized by section
101(a)(9) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1990 (104 Stat. 4606), is modified
to include construction of artificial reefs and
related environmental mitigation required
by Federal, State, and local environmental
permitting agencies for the project.
SEC. 316. LAKE MICHIGAN, ILLINOIS.

The project for storm damage reduction
and shoreline erosion protection, Lake
Michigan, Illinois, from Wilmette, Illinois,
to the Illinois-Indiana State line, authorized
by section 101(a)(12) of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3664), is
modified to authorize the Secretary to pro-
vide a credit against the non-Federal share
of the cost of the project for costs incurred
by the non-Federal interest—

(1) in constructing Reach 2D and Segment
8 of Reach 4 of the project; and

(2) in reconstructing Solidarity Drive in
Chicago, Illinois, prior to entry into a
project cooperation agreement with the Sec-
retary.
SEC. 317. SPRINGFIELD, ILLINOIS.

Section 417 of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3743) is
amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—’’ before
‘‘The Secretary’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(b) COST SHARING.—The non-Federal share

of assistance provided under this section be-
fore, on, or after the date of the enactment
of this subsection shall be 50 percent.’’.
SEC. 318. LITTLE CALUMET RIVER, INDIANA.

The project for flood control, Little Cal-
umet River, Indiana, authorized by section
401(a) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4115), is modified to au-
thorize the Secretary to construct the
project substantially in accordance with the
report of the Corps of Engineers, at a total
cost of $167,000,000, with an estimated Fed-
eral cost of $122,000,000 and an estimated non-
Federal cost of $45,000,000.
SEC. 319. OGDEN DUNES, INDIANA.

(a) STUDY.—The Secretary shall conduct a
study of beach erosion in and around the
town of Ogden Dunes, Indiana, to determine
whether the damage is the result of a Fed-
eral navigation project.

(b) MITIGATION OF DAMAGES.—After com-
pletion of the study, the Secretary shall
mitigate any damage to the beach and shore-
line that is the result of a Federal naviga-
tion project. The cost of the mitigation shall
be allocated to the Federal navigation
project as operation and maintenance.
SEC. 320. SAINT JOSEPH RIVER, SOUTH BEND, IN-

DIANA.
(a) MAXIMUM TOTAL EXPENDITURE.—The

maximum total expenditure for the project

for streambank erosion, recreation, and pe-
destrian access features, Saint Joseph River,
South Bend, Indiana, shall be $7,800,000.

(b) REVISION OF PROJECT COOPERATION
AGREEMENT.—The Secretary shall revise the
project cooperation agreement for the
project referred to in subsection (a) to take
into account the change in the Federal par-
ticipation in such project pursuant to sub-
section (a).

(c) COST SHARING.—Nothing in this section
shall be construed to affect any cost-sharing
requirement applicable to the project re-
ferred to in subsection (a) under title I of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (33
U.S.C. 2211 et seq.).
SEC. 321. WHITE RIVER, INDIANA.

The project for flood control, Indianapolis
on West Fork of the White River, Indiana,
authorized by section 5 of the Act entitled
‘‘An Act authorizing the construction of cer-
tain public works on rivers and harbors for
flood control, and other purposes’’, approved
June 22, 1936 (49 Stat. 1586), and modified by
section 323 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3716), is further
modified to authorize the Secretary to un-
dertake riverfront alterations as described in
the Central Indianapolis Waterfront Concept
Master Plan, dated February 1994, at a total
cost of $110,975,000, with an estimated Fed-
eral cost of $52,475,000 and an estimated non-
Federal cost of $58,500,000.
SEC. 322. LAKE PONTCHARTRAIN, LOUISIANA.

The project for hurricane-flood protection,
Lake Pontchartrain, Louisiana, authorized
by section 204 of the Flood Control Act of
1965 (79 Stat. 1077), is modified—

(1) to direct the Secretary to conduct a
study to determine the feasibility of con-
structing a pump adjacent to each of the 4
proposed drainage structures for the Saint
Charles Parish feature of the project; and

(2) to authorize the Secretary to construct
such pumps upon completion of the study.
SEC. 323. LAROSE TO GOLDEN MEADOW, LOU-

ISIANA.
The project for hurricane protection

Larose to Golden Meadow, Louisiana, au-
thorized by section 204 of the Flood Control
Act of 1965 (79 Stat. 1077), is modified to di-
rect the Secretary to convert the Golden
Meadow floodgate into a navigation lock if
the Secretary determines that the conver-
sion is feasible.
SEC. 324. LOUISIANA STATE PENITENTIARY

LEVEE, LOUISIANA.
The Louisiana State Penitentiary Levee

project, Louisiana, authorized by section
401(a) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4117), is modified to di-
rect the Secretary to provide credit to the
non-Federal interest toward the non-Federal
share of the cost of the project. The credit
shall be for cost of work performed by the
non-Federal interest prior to the execution
of a project cooperation agreement as deter-
mined by the Secretary to be compatible
with and an integral part of the project.
SEC. 325. TWELVE-MILE BAYOU, CADDO PARISH,

LOUISIANA.
The Secretary shall be responsible for

maintenance of the levee along Twelve-Mile
Bayou from its junction with the existing
Red River Below Denison Dam Levee ap-
proximately 26 miles upstream to its ter-
minus at high ground in the vicinity of
Black Bayou, Caddo Parish, Louisiana, if the
Secretary determines that such maintenance
is economically justified and environ-
mentally acceptable and that the levee was
constructed in accordance with appropriate
design and engineering standards.
SEC. 326. WEST BANK OF THE MISSISSIPPI RIVER

(EAST OF HARVEY CANAL), LOU-
ISIANA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The project for flood con-
trol and storm damage reduction, West Bank

of the Mississippi River (East of Harvey
Canal), Louisiana, authorized by section
401(b) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4128) and section
101(a)(17) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3665), is
modified—

(1) to provide that any liability under the
Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42
U.S.C. 9601 et seq.) from the construction of
the project is a Federal responsibility; and

(2) to authorize the Secretary to carry out
operation and maintenance of that portion of
the project included in the report of the
Chief of Engineers, dated May 1, 1995, re-
ferred to as ‘‘Algiers Channel’’, if the non-
Federal sponsor reimburses the Secretary for
the amount of such operation and mainte-
nance included in the report of the Chief of
Engineers.

(b) COMBINATION OF PROJECTS.—The Sec-
retary shall carry out work authorized as
part of the Westwego to Harvey Canal
project, the East of Harvey Canal project,
and the Lake Cataouatche modifications as a
single project, to be known as the West Bank
and vicinity, New Orleans, Louisiana, hurri-
cane protection project, with a combined
total cost of $280,300,000.
SEC. 327. TOLCHESTER CHANNEL, BALTIMORE

HARBOR AND CHANNELS, CHESA-
PEAKE BAY, KENT COUNTY, MARY-
LAND.

The project for navigation, Tolchester
Channel, Baltimore Harbor and Channels,
Chesapeake Bay, Kent County, Maryland,
authorized by section 101 of the River and
Harbor Act of 1958 (72 Stat. 297), is modified
to authorize the Secretary to straighten the
navigation channel in accordance with the
District Engineer’s Navigation Assessment
Report and Environmental Assessment,
dated April 30, 1997. This modification shall
be carried out in order to improve navigation
safety.
SEC. 328. SAULT SAINTE MARIE, CHIPPEWA

COUNTY, MICHIGAN.
The project for navigation Sault Sainte

Marie, Chippewa County, Michigan, author-
ized by section 1149 of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4254–4255)
and modified by section 330 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1996 (110 Stat.
3717–3718), is further modified to provide that
the amount to be paid by non-Federal inter-
ests pursuant to section 101(a) of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C.
2211(a)) and subsection (a) of such section 330
shall not include any interest payments.
SEC. 329. JACKSON COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI.

The project for environmental infrastruc-
ture, Jackson County, Mississippi, author-
ized by section 219(c)(5) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1992 (106 Stat.
4835) and modified by section 504 of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1996
(110 Stat. 3757), is further modified to direct
the Secretary to provide a credit, not to ex-
ceed $5,000,000, against the non-Federal share
of the cost of the project for the costs in-
curred by the Jackson County Board of Su-
pervisors since February 8, 1994, in con-
structing the project if the Secretary deter-
mines that such costs are for work that the
Secretary determines is compatible with and
integral to the project.
SEC. 330. TUNICA LAKE, MISSISSIPPI.

The project for flood control, Mississippi
River Channel Improvement Project, Tunica
Lake, Mississippi, authorized by the Act en-
titled: ‘‘An Act for the control of floods on
the Mississippi River and its tributaries, and
for other purposes’’, approved May 15, 1928 (45
Stat. 534–538), is modified to include con-
struction of a weir at the Tunica Cutoff, Mis-
sissippi.
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SEC. 331. BOIS BRULE DRAINAGE AND LEVEE DIS-

TRICT, MISSOURI.
(a) MAXIMUM FEDERAL EXPENDITURE.—The

maximum amount of Federal funds that may
be allocated for the project for flood control,
Bois Brule Drainage and Levee District, Mis-
souri, authorized pursuant to section 205 of
the Flood Control Act of 1948 (33 U.S.C. 701s),
shall be $15,000,000.

(b) REVISION OF THE PROJECT COOPERATION
AGREEMENT.—The Secretary shall revise the
project cooperation agreement for the
project referred to in subsection (a) to take
into account the change in Federal partici-
pation in the project pursuant to subsection
(a).

(c) COST SHARING.—Nothing in this section
shall be construed to affect any cost-sharing
requirement applicable to the project re-
ferred to in subsection (a) under title I of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (33
U.S.C. 2211 et seq.).
SEC. 332. MERAMEC RIVER BASIN, VALLEY PARK

LEVEE, MISSOURI.
The project for flood control, Meramec

River Basin, Valley Park Levee, Missouri,
authorized by section 2(h) of an Act entitled
‘‘An Act to deauthorize several projects
within the jurisdiction of the Army Corps of
Engineers’’ (95 Stat. 1682–1683) and modified
by section 1128 of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1986, (100 Stat. 4246), is further
modified to authorize the Secretary to con-
struct the project at a maximum Federal ex-
penditure of $35,000,000.
SEC. 333. MISSOURI RIVER MITIGATION

PROJECT, MISSOURI, KANSAS, IOWA,
AND NEBRASKA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The project for mitiga-
tion of fish and wildlife losses, Missouri
River Bank Stabilization and Navigation
Project, Missouri, Kansas, Iowa, and Ne-
braska, authorized by section 601 of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986
(100 Stat. 4143), is modified to increase by
118,650 acres the lands and interests in lands
to be acquired for the project.

(b) STUDY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in con-

junction with the States of Nebraska, Iowa,
Kansas, and Missouri, shall conduct a study
to determine the cost of restoring, under the
authority of the Missouri River fish and
wildlife mitigation project, a total of 118,650
acres of lost Missouri River habitat.

(2) REPORT.—The Secretary shall report to
Congress on the results of the study not later
than 6 months after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.
SEC. 334. WOOD RIVER, GRAND ISLAND, NE-

BRASKA.
The project for flood control, Wood River,

Grand Island, Nebraska, authorized by sec-
tion 101(a)(19) of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3665), is modi-
fied to authorize the Secretary to construct
the project substantially in accordance with
the report of the Corps of Engineers dated
June 29, 1998, at a total cost of $17,039,000,
with an estimated Federal cost of $9,730,000
and an estimated non-Federal cost of
$7,309,000.
SEC. 335. ABSECON ISLAND, NEW JERSEY.

The project for storm damage reduction
and shoreline protection, Brigantine Inlet to
Great Egg Harbor Inlet, Absecon Island, New
Jersey, authorized by section 101(b)(13) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1996
(110 Stat. 3668), is modified to provide that,
if, after October 12, 1996, the non-Federal in-
terests carry out any work associated with
the project that is later recommended by the
Chief of Engineers and approved by the Sec-
retary, the Secretary may credit the non-
Federal interests toward the non-Federal
share of the cost of the project an amount
equal to the Federal share of the cost of such
work, without interest.

SEC. 336. NEW YORK HARBOR AND ADJACENT
CHANNELS, PORT JERSEY, NEW JER-
SEY

The project for navigation, New York Har-
bor and Adjacent Channels, New York and
New Jersey, authorized by section 202(b) of
the Water Resources Development Act of
1986 (100 Stat. 4098), is modified to authorize
the Secretary to construct that portion of
the project that is located between Military
Ocean Terminal Bayonne and Global Ter-
minal in Bayonne, New Jersey, substantially
in accordance with the report of the Corps of
Engineers, at a total cost of $103,267,000, with
an estimated Federal cost of $76,909,000 and
an estimated non-Federal cost of $26,358,000.
SEC. 337. PASSAIC RIVER, NEW JERSEY.

Section 101(a)(18)(B) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1990 (104 Stat.
4608–4609) is amended by inserting ‘‘, includ-
ing an esplanade for safe pedestrian access
with an overall width of 600 feet’’ after ‘‘pub-
lic access to Route 21’’.
SEC. 338. SANDY HOOK TO BARNEGAT INLET,

NEW JERSEY.
The project for shoreline protection, Sandy

Hook to Barnegat Inlet, New Jersey, author-
ized by section 101 of the River and Harbor
Act of 1958 (72 Stat. 299), is modified—

(1) to include the demolition of Long
Branch pier and extension of Ocean Grove
pier; and

(2) to authorize the Secretary to reimburse
the non-Federal sponsor for the Federal
share of costs associated with the demolition
of Long Branch pier and the construction of
the Ocean Grove pier.
SEC. 339. ARTHUR KILL, NEW YORK AND NEW

JERSEY.
The project for navigation, Arthur Kill,

New York and New Jersey, authorized by
section 202(b) of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4098) and modi-
fied by section 301(b)(11) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1996 (110 Stat.
3711), is further modified to authorize the
Secretary to construct the portion of the
project at Howland Hook Marine Terminal
substantially in accordance with the report
of the Corps of Engineers, dated September
30, 1998, at a total cost of $315,700,000, with an
estimated Federal cost of $183,200,000 and an
estimated non-Federal cost of $132,500,000.
SEC. 340. NEW YORK CITY WATERSHED.

Section 552(i) of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3781) is
amended by striking ‘‘$22,500,000’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘$42,500,000’’.
SEC. 341. NEW YORK STATE CANAL SYSTEM.

Section 553(e) of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3781) is
amended by striking ‘‘$8,000,000’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘$18,000,000’’.
SEC. 342. FIRE ISLAND INLET TO MONTAUK

POINT, NEW YORK.
The project for combined beach erosion

control and hurricane protection, Fire Island
Inlet to Montauk Point, Long Island, New
York, authorized by the River and Harbor
Act of 1960 (74 Stat. 483) and modified by the
River and Harbor Act of 1962, the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1974, and the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986, is
further modified to direct the Secretary, in
coordination with the heads of other Federal
departments and agencies, to complete all
procedures and reviews expeditiously and to
adopt and transmit to Congress not later
than June 30, 1999, a mutually acceptable
shore erosion plan for the Fire Island Inlet
to Moriches Inlet reach of the project.
SEC. 343. BROKEN BOW LAKE, RED RIVER BASIN,

OKLAHOMA.
The project for flood control and water

supply, Broken Bow Lake, Red River Basin,
Oklahoma, authorized by section 203 of the
Flood Control Act of 1958 (72 Stat. 309) and

modified by section 203 of the Flood Control
Act of 1962 (76 Stat. 1187), section 102(v) of
the Water Resources Development Act of
1992 (106 Stat. 4808), and section 338 of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1996
(110 Stat. 3720), is further modified to require
the Secretary to make seasonal adjustments
to the top of the conservation pool at the
project as follows (if the Secretary deter-
mines that the adjustments will be under-
taken at no cost to the United States and
will adequately protect impacted water and
related resources):

(1) Maintain an elevation of 599.5 from No-
vember 1 through March 31.

(2) Increase elevation gradually from 599.5
to 602.5 during April and May.

(3) Maintain an elevation of 602.5 from
June 1 to September 30.

(4) Decrease elevation gradually from 602.5
to 599.5 during October.
SEC. 344. WILLAMETTE RIVER TEMPERATURE

CONTROL, MCKENZIE SUBBASIN, OR-
EGON.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The project for environ-
mental restoration, Willamette River Tem-
perature Control, McKenzie Subbasin, Or-
egon, authorized by section 101(a)(25) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1996
(110 Stat. 3665), is modified to authorize the
Secretary to construct the project substan-
tially in accordance with the Feature Memo-
randum dated July 31, 1998, at a total cost of
$64,741,000.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 90 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall report to Congress on the
reasons for the cost growth of the Willam-
ette River project and outline the steps the
Corps of Engineers is taking to control
project costs, including the application of
value engineering and other appropriate
measures. In the report, the Secretary shall
also include a cost estimate for, and rec-
ommendations on the advisability of, adding
fish screens to the project.
SEC. 345. AYLESWORTH CREEK RESERVOIR,

PENNSYLVANIA.
The project for flood control, Aylesworth

Creek Reservoir, Pennsylvania, authorized
by section 203 of the Flood Control Act of
1962 (76 Stat. 1182), is modified to authorize
the Secretary to transfer, in each of fiscal
years 1999 and 2000, $50,000 to the Aylesworth
Creek Reservoir Park Authority for rec-
reational facilities.
SEC. 346. CURWENSVILLE LAKE, PENNSYLVANIA.

Section 562 of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3784) is amended
by adding at the end the following: ‘‘The
Secretary shall provide design and construc-
tion assistance for recreational facilities at
Curwensville Lake and, when appropriate,
may require the non-Federal interest to pro-
vide not more than 25 percent of the cost of
designing and constructing such facilities.
The Secretary may transfer, in each of fiscal
years 1999 through 2003, $100,000 to the
Clearfield County Municipal Services and
Recreation Authority for recreational facili-
ties.’’.
SEC. 347. DELAWARE RIVER, PENNSYLVANIA AND

DELAWARE.
The project for navigation, Delaware

River, Philadelphia to Wilmington, Pennsyl-
vania and Delaware, authorized by section
3(a)(12) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1988 (102 Stat. 4014), is modified to au-
thorize the Secretary to extend the channel
of the Delaware River at Camden, New Jer-
sey, to within 150 feet of the existing bulk-
head and to relocate the 40-foot deep Federal
navigation channel, eastward within Phila-
delphia Harbor, from the Ben Franklin
Bridge to the Walt Whitman Bridge, into
deep water.
SEC. 348. MUSSERS DAM, PENNSYLVANIA.

Section 209 of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1992 (106 Stat. 4830) is amended
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by striking subsection (e) and redesignating
subsection (f) as subsection (e).
SEC. 349. NINE-MILE RUN, ALLEGHENY COUNTY,

PENNSYLVANIA.
The Nine-Mile Run project, Allegheny

County, Pennsylvania, carried out pursuant
to section 206 of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1996 (33 U.S.C. 2330; 110 Stat.
3679–3680), is modified to authorize the Sec-
retary to provide a credit toward the non-
Federal share of the project for costs in-
curred by the non-Federal interest in pre-
paring environmental and feasibility docu-
mentation for the project before entering
into an agreement with the Corps of Engi-
neers with respect to the project if the Sec-
retary determines such costs are for work
that is compatible with and integral to the
project.
SEC. 350. RAYSTOWN LAKE, PENNSYLVANIA.

(a) RECREATION PARTNERSHIP INITIATIVE.—
Section 519(b) of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3765) is
amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para-
graph (4); and

(2) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(3) ENGINEERING AND DESIGN SERVICES.—
The Secretary may perform, at full Federal
expense, engineering and design services for
project infrastructure expected to be associ-
ated with the development of the site at
Raystown Lake, Hesston, Pennsylvania.’’.

(b) CONSTRUCTION ASSISTANCE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Consistent with the mas-

ter plan described in section 318 of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1992 (106 Stat.
4848), the Secretary may provide a grant to
Juniata College for the construction of fa-
cilities and structures at Raystown Lake,
Pennsylvania, to interpret and understand
environmental conditions and trends. As a
condition of the receipt of such financial as-
sistance, officials at Juniata College shall
coordinate with the Baltimore District of
the Army Corps of Engineers.

(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated
$5,000,000 for fiscal years beginning after Sep-
tember 30, 1998, to carry out this subsection.
SEC. 351. SOUTH CENTRAL PENNSYLVANIA.

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Section 313(g)(1) of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1992 (106 Stat. 4846) is
amended by striking ‘‘$80,000,000’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘$180,000,000’’.

(b) CORPS OF ENGINEERS EXPENSES.—Sec-
tion 313(g) of such Act (106 Stat. 4846) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(4) CORPS OF ENGINEERS EXPENSES.—10 per-
cent of the amounts appropriated to carry
out this section for each of fiscal years 2000
through 2002 may be used by the Corps of En-
gineers district offices to administer and im-
plement projects under this section at 100
percent Federal expense.’’.
SEC. 352. COOPER RIVER, CHARLESTON HARBOR,

SOUTH CAROLINA.
The project for rediversion, Cooper River,

Charleston Harbor, South Carolina, author-
ized by section 101 of the River and Harbor
Act of 1968 (82 Stat. 731) and modified by title
I of the Energy and Water Development Ap-
propriations Act, 1992 (105 Stat. 516), is fur-
ther modified to authorize the Secretary to
pay to the State of South Carolina not more
than $3,750,000 if the Secretary and the State
enter into a binding agreement for the State
to perform all future operation of, including
associated studies to assess the efficacy of,
the St. Stephen, South Carolina, fish lift.
The agreement must specify the terms and
conditions under which payment will be
made and the rights of, and remedies avail-
able to, the Federal Government to recover
all or a portion of such payment in the event

the State suspends or terminates operation
of the fish lift or fails to operate the fish lift
in a manner satisfactory to the Secretary.
Maintenance of the fish lift shall remain a
Federal responsibility.
SEC. 353. BOWIE COUNTY LEVEE, TEXAS.

The project for flood control, Red River
Below Denison Dam, Texas and Oklahoma,
authorized by section 10 of the Flood Control
Act of 1946 (60 Stat. 647), is modified to direct
the Secretary to implement the Bowie Coun-
ty Levee feature of the project in accordance
with the plan defined as Alternative B in the
draft document entitled ‘‘Bowie County
Local Flood Protection, Red River, Texas
Project Design Memorandum No. 1, Bowie
County Levee’’, dated April 1997. In evalu-
ating and implementing this modification,
the Secretary shall allow the non-Federal in-
terest to participate in the financing of the
project in accordance with section 903(c) of
the Water Resources Development Act of
1986 (100 Stat. 4184) to the extent that the
Secretary’s evaluation indicates that apply-
ing such section is necessary to implement
the project.
SEC. 354. CLEAR CREEK, TEXAS.

Section 575 of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3789) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) by inserting ‘‘or nonstructural

(buyout) actions’’ after ‘‘flood control works
constructed’’; and

(B) by inserting ‘‘or nonstructural (buyout)
actions’’ after ‘‘construction of the project’’;
and

(2) in subsection (b)—
(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-

graph (3);
(B) by striking the period at the end of

paragraph (3) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and
(C) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(4) the project for flood control, Clear

Creek, Texas, authorized by section 203 of
the Flood Control Act of 1968 (82 Stat. 742).’’.
SEC. 355. CYPRESS CREEK, TEXAS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The project for flood con-
trol, Cypress Creek, Texas, authorized by
section 3(a)(13) of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1988 (102 Stat. 4014), is
modified to authorize the Secretary to carry
out a nonstructural flood control project at
a total cost of $5,000,000.

(b) REIMBURSEMENT FOR WORK.—The Sec-
retary may reimburse the non-Federal inter-
est for the Cypress Creek project for work
done by the non-Federal interest on the non-
structural flood control project in an
amount equal to the estimate of the Federal
share, without interest, of the cost of such
work—

(1) if, after authorization and before initi-
ation of construction of such nonstructural
project, the Secretary approves the plans for
construction of such nonstructural project
by the non-Federal interest; and

(2) if the Secretary finds, after a review of
studies and design documents prepared to
carry out such nonstructural project, that
construction of such nonstructural project is
economically justified and environmentally
acceptable.
SEC. 356. DALLAS FLOODWAY EXTENSION, DAL-

LAS, TEXAS.
The project for flood control, Dallas

Floodway Extension, Dallas, Texas, author-
ized by section 301 of the River and Harbor
Act of 1965 (79 Stat. 1091) and modified by
section 351 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3724), is further
modified to add environmental restoration
and recreation as project purposes.
SEC. 357. UPPER JORDAN RIVER, UTAH.

The project for flood control, Upper Jordan
River, Utah, authorized by section 101(a)(23)
of the Water Resources Development Act of

1990 (104 Stat. 4610) and modified by section
301(a)(14) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3709), is further
modified to direct the Secretary to carry out
the locally preferred project, entitled ‘‘Upper
Jordan River Flood Control Project, Salt
Lake County, Utah—Supplemental Informa-
tion’’ and identified in the document of Salt
Lake County, Utah, dated July 30, 1998, at a
total cost of $12,870,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of $8,580,000 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $4,290,000.
SEC. 358. ELIZABETH RIVER, CHESAPEAKE, VIR-

GINIA.
Notwithstanding any other provision of

law, after September 30, 1999, the City of
Chesapeake, Virginia, shall not be obligated
to make the annual cash contribution re-
quired under paragraph 1(9) of the Local Co-
operation Agreement dated December 12,
1978, between the Government and the city
for the project for navigation, southern
branch of Elizabeth River, Chesapeake, Vir-
ginia.
SEC. 359. BLUESTONE LAKE, OHIO RIVER BASIN,

WEST VIRGINIA.
Section 102(ff) of the Water Resources De-

velopment Act of 1992 (106 Stat. 4810) is
amended by striking ‘‘take such measures as
are technologically feasible’’ and inserting
‘‘implement Plan C/G, as defined in the Eval-
uation Report of the District Engineer, dated
December 1996,’’.
SEC. 360. GREENBRIER BASIN, WEST VIRGINIA.

Section 579(c) of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3790) is
amended by striking ‘‘$12,000,000’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘$73,000,000’’.
SEC. 361. MOOREFIELD, WEST VIRGINIA.

Effective October 1, 1999, the project for
flood control, Moorefield, West Virginia, au-
thorized by section 101(a)(25) of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1990 (104 Stat.
4610-4611), is modified to provide that the
non-Federal interest shall not be required to
pay the unpaid balance, including interest,
of the non-Federal share of the cost of the
project.
SEC. 362. WEST VIRGINIA AND PENNSYLVANIA

FLOOD CONTROL.
Section 581(a) of the Water Resources De-

velopment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3790) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may de-
sign and construct—

‘‘(1) flood control measures in the Cheat
and Tygart River basins, West Virginia, at a
level of protection that is sufficient to pre-
vent any future losses to these communities
from flooding such as occurred in January
1996 but no less than a 100-year level of pro-
tection; and

‘‘(2) structural and nonstructural flood
control, streambank protection, stormwater
management, and channel clearing and
modification measures in the Lower Alle-
gheny, Lower Monongahela, West Branch
Susquehanna, and Juniata River basins,
Pennsylvania, at a level of protection that is
sufficient to prevent any future losses to
communities in these basins from flooding
such as occurred in January 1996, but no less
than a 100-year level of flood protection with
respect to those measures that incorporate
levees or floodwalls.’’.
SEC. 363. PROJECT REAUTHORIZATIONS.

(a) LEE CREEK, ARKANSAS AND OKLAHOMA.—
The project for flood protection on Lee
Creek, Arkansas and Oklahoma, authorized
by section 204 of the Flood Control Act of
1965 (79 Stat. 1078) and deauthorized pursuant
to section 1001(b)(1) of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C.
579a(b)(1)), is authorized to be carried out by
the Secretary.

(b) INDIAN RIVER COUNTY, FLORIDA.—The
project for shore protection, Indian River
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County, Florida, authorized by section 501 of
the Water Resources and Development Act of
1986 (100 Stat. 4134) and deauthorized pursu-
ant to section 1001(b)(1) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C.
579a(b)(1)), is authorized to be carried out by
the Secretary.

(c) LIDO KEY, FLORIDA.—The project for
shore protection, Lido Key, Florida, author-
ized by section 101 of the River and Harbor
Act of 1970 (84 Stat. 1819) and deauthorized
pursuant to section 1001(b)(2) of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C
579a(b)(2)), is authorized to be carried out by
the Secretary.

(d) ST. AUGUSTINE, ST. JOHNS COUNTY,
FLORIDA.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The project for shore pro-
tection and storm damage reduction, St. Au-
gustine, St. Johns County, Florida, author-
ized by section 501 of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1986 and deauthorized
pursuant to section 1001(a) of such Act (33
U.S.C. 579a(a)), is authorized to include navi-
gation mitigation as a project purpose and to
be carried out by the Secretary substantially
in accordance with the General Reevaluation
Report dated November 18, 1998, at a total
cost of $16,086,000, with an estimated Federal
cost of $12,949,000 and an estimated non-Fed-
eral cost of $3,137,000.

(2) PERIODIC NOURISHMENT.—The Secretary
is authorized to carry out periodic nourish-
ment for the project for a 50-year period at
an estimated average annual cost of
$1,251,000, with an estimated annual Federal
cost of $1,007,000 and an estimated annual
non-Federal cost of $244,000.

(e) CASS RIVER, MICHIGAN (VASSAR).—The
project for flood protection, Cass River,
Michigan (Vassar), authorized by section 203
of the Flood Control Act of 1958 (72 Stat. 311)
and deauthorized pursuant to section
1001(b)(2) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 579a(b)(2)), is au-
thorized to be carried out by the Secretary.

(f) SAGINAW RIVER, MICHIGAN (SHIAWASSEE
FLATS).—The project for flood control, Sagi-
naw River, Michigan (Shiawassee Flats), au-
thorized by section 203 of the Flood Control
Act of 1958 (72 Stat. 311) and deauthorized
pursuant to section 1001(b)(2) of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C.
579a(b)(2)), is authorized to be carried out by
the Secretary.

(g) PARK RIVER, GRAFTON, NORTH DA-
KOTA.—The project for flood control, Park
River, Grafton, North Dakota, authorized by
section 401(a) of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4121) and de-
authorized pursuant to section 1001(a) of
such Act (33 U.S.C. 579a(a)), is authorized to
be carried out by the Secretary.

(h) MEMPHIS HARBOR, MEMPHIS, TEN-
NESSEE.—The project for navigation, Mem-
phis Harbor, Memphis, Tennessee, authorized
by section 601(a) of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4145) and de-
authorized pursuant to 1001(a) of such Act (33
U.S.C 579a(a)), is authorized to be carried out
by the Secretary.
SEC. 364. PROJECT DEAUTHORIZATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The following projects or
portions of projects are not authorized after
the date of the enactment of this Act:

(1) BRIDGEPORT HARBOR, CONNECTICUT.—
That portion of the project for navigation,
Bridgeport Harbor, Connecticut, authorized
by section 101 of the River and Harbor Act of
1958 (72 Stat. 297), consisting of a 2.4-acre an-
chorage area, 9 feet deep, and an adjacent
0.6-acre anchorage, 6 feet deep, located on
the west side of Johnsons River.

(2) CLINTON HARBOR, CONNECTICUT.—That
portion of the project for navigation, Clinton
Harbor, Connecticut, authorized by the Riv-
ers and Harbors Act of 1945, House Document

240, 76th Congress, 1st Session, lying up-
stream of a line designated by the 2 points
N158,592.12, E660,193.92 and N158,444.58,
E660,220.95.

(3) BASS HARBOR, MAINE.—The following
portions of the project for navigation, Bass
Harbor, Maine, authorized on May 7, 1962,
under section 107 of the River and Harbor
Act of 1960 (33 U.S.C. 577):

(A) Beginning at a bend in the project,
N149040.00, E538505.00, thence running eas-
terly about 50.00 feet along the northern
limit of the project to a point N149061.55,
E538550.11, thence running southerly about
642.08 feet to a point, N14877.64, E538817.18,
thence running southwesterly about 156.27
feet to a point on the westerly limit of the
project, N148348.50, E538737.02, thence run-
ning northerly about 149.00 feet along the
westerly limit of the project to a bend in the
project, N148489.22, E538768.09, thence run-
ning northwesterly about 610.39 feet along
the westerly limit of the project to the point
of origin.

(B) Beginning at a point on the westerly
limit of the project, N148118.55, E538689.05,
thence running southeasterly about 91.92 feet
to a point, N148041.43, E538739.07, thence run-
ning southerly about 65.00 feet to a point,
N147977.86, E538725.51, thence running south-
westerly about 91.92 feet to a point on the
westerly limit of the project, N147927.84,
E538648.39, thence running northerly about
195.00 feet along the westerly limit of the
project to the point of origin.

(4) BOOTHBAY HARBOR, MAINE.—The project
for navigation, Boothbay Harbor, Maine, au-
thorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1912
(37 Stat. 201).

(5) BUCKSPORT HARBOR, MAINE.—That por-
tion of the project for navigation, Bucksport
Harbor, Maine, authorized by the River and
Harbor Act of 1902, consisting of a 16-foot
deep channel beginning at a point
N268.748.16, E423.390.76, thence running north
47 degrees 02 minutes 23 seconds east 51.76
feet to a point N268.783.44, E423.428.64, thence
running north 67 degrees 54 minutes 32 sec-
onds west 1513.94 feet to a point N269.352.81,
E422.025.84, thence running south 47 degrees
02 minutes 23 seconds west 126.15 feet to a
point N269.266.84, E421.933.52, thence running
south 70 degrees 24 minutes 28 seconds east
1546.79 feet to the point of origin.

(6) CARVERS HARBOR, VINALHAVEN, MAINE.—
That portion of the project for navigation,
Carvers Harbor, Vinalhaven, Maine, author-
ized by the Act of June 3, 1896 (commonly
known as the ‘‘River and Harbor Appropria-
tions Act of 1896’’) (29 Stat. 202, chapter 314),
consisting of the 16-foot anchorage beginning
at a point with coordinates N137,502.04,
E895,156.83, thence running south 6 degrees 34
minutes 57.6 seconds west 277.660 feet to a
point N137,226.21, E895,125.00, thence running
north 53 degrees, 5 minutes 42.4 seconds west
127.746 feet to a point N137,302.92, E895022.85,
thence running north 33 degrees 56 minutes
9.8 seconds east 239.999 feet to the point of or-
igin.

(7) EAST BOOTHBAY HARBOR, MAINE.—The
project for navigation, East Boothbay Har-
bor, Maine, authorized by the first section of
the Act entitled, ‘‘An Act making appropria-
tions for the construction, repair, and pres-
ervation of certain public works on rivers
and harbors, and for other purposes’’, ap-
proved June 25, 1910 (36 Stat. 631).

(8) SEARSPORT HARBOR, SEARSPORT,
MAINE.—That portion of the project for navi-
gation, Searsport Harbor, Searsport, Maine,
authorized by section 101 of the River and
Harbor Act of 1962 (76 Stat. 1173), consisting
of the 35-foot turning basin beginning at a
point with coordinates N225,008.38,
E395,464.26, thence running north 43 degrees
49 minutes 53.4 seconds east 362.001 feet to a
point N225,269.52, E395,714.96, thence running

south 71 degrees 27 minutes 33.0 seconds east
1,309.201 feet to a point N224,853.22,
E396,956.21, thence running north 84 degrees 3
minutes 45.7 seconds west 1,499.997 feet to the
point of origin.

(9) WELLS HARBOR, MAINE.—The following
portions of the project for navigation, Wells
Harbor, Maine, authorized by section 101 of
the River and Harbor Act of 1960 (74 Stat.
480):

(A) The portion of the 6-foot channel the
boundaries of which begin at a point with co-
ordinates N177,992.00, E394,831.00, thence run-
ning south 83 degrees 58 minutes 14.8 seconds
west 10.38 feet to a point N177,990.91,
E394,820.68, thence running south 11 degrees
46 minutes 47.7 seconds west 991.76 feet to a
point N177,020.04, E394,618.21, thence running
south 78 degrees 13 minutes 45.7 seconds east
10.00 feet to a point N177,018.00, E394,628.00,
thence running north 11 degrees 46 minutes
22.8 seconds east 994.93 feet to the point of or-
igin.

(B) The portion of the 6-foot anchorage the
boundaries of which begin at a point with co-
ordinates N177,778.07, E394,336.96, thence run-
ning south 51 degrees 58 minutes 32.7 seconds
west 15.49 feet to a point N177,768.53,
E394,324.76, thence running south 11 degrees
46 minutes 26.5 seconds west 672.87 feet to a
point N177,109.82, E394,187.46, thence running
south 78 degrees 13 minutes 45.7 seconds east
10.00 feet to a point N177,107.78, E394,197.25,
thence running north 11 degrees 46 minutes
25.4 seconds east 684.70 feet to the point of or-
igin.

(C) The portion of the 10-foot settling basin
the boundaries of which begin at a point
with coordinates N177,107.78, E394,197.25,
thence running north 78 degrees 13 minutes
45.7 seconds west 10.00 feet to a point
N177,109.82, E394,187.46, thence running south
11 degrees 46 minutes 15.7 seconds west 300.00
feet to a point N176,816.13, E394,126.26, thence
running south 78 degrees 12 minutes 21.4 sec-
onds east 9.98 feet to a point N176,814.09,
E394,136.03, thence running north 11 degrees
46 minutes 29.1 seconds east 300.00 feet to the
point of origin.

(D) The portion of the 10-foot settling
basin the boundaries of which begin at a
point with coordinates N177,018.00,
E394,628.00, thence running north 78 degrees
13 minutes 45.7 seconds west 10.00 feet to a
point N177,020.04, E394,618.21, thence running
south 11 degrees 46 minutes 44.0 seconds west
300.00 feet to a point N176,726.36, E394,556.97,
thence running south 78 degrees 12 minutes
30.3 seconds east 10.03 feet to a point
N176,724.31, E394,566.79, thence running north
11 degrees 46 minutes 22.4 seconds east 300.00
feet to the point of origin.

(10) FALMOUTH HARBOR, MASSACHUSETTS.—
That portion of the project for navigation,
Falmouth Harbor, Massachusetts, authorized
by section 101 of the River and Harbor Act of
1948 lying southeasterly of a line com-
mencing at a point N199,286.41, E844,394.91,
thence running north 66 degrees 52 minutes
3.31 seconds east 472.95 feet to a point
N199,472.21, E844,829.83, thence running north
43 degrees 9 minutes 28.3 seconds east 262.64
feet to a point N199,633.80, E845,009.48, thence
running north 21 degrees 40 minutes 11.26 sec-
onds east 808.38 feet to a point N200,415.05,
E845,307.98, thence running north 32 degrees
25 minutes 29.01 seconds east 160.76 feet to a
point N200,550.75, E845,394.18, thence running
north 24 degrees 56 minutes 42.29 seconds east
1,410.29 feet to a point N201,829.48, E845,988.97.

(11) GREEN HARBOR, MASSACHUSETTS.—That
portion of the project for navigation, Green
Harbor, Massachusetts, undertaken pursuant
to section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of
1960 (33 U.S.C. 577), consisting of the 6-foot
deep channel beginning at a point along the
west limit of the existing project, North
395990.43, East 831079.16, thence running
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northwesterly about 752.85 feet to a point,
North 396722.80, East 830904.76, thence run-
ning northwesterly about 222.79 feet to a
point along the west limit of the existing
project, North 396844.34, East 830718.04,
thence running southwesterly about 33.72
feet along the west limit of the existing
project to a point, North 396810.80, East
830714.57, thence running southeasterly about
195.42 feet along the west limit of the exist-
ing project to a point, North 396704.19, East
830878.35, thence running about 544.66 feet
along the west limit of the existing project
to a point, North 396174.35, East 831004.52,
thence running southeasterly about 198.49
feet along the west limit of the existing
project to the point of beginning.

(12) NEW BEDFORD AND FAIRHAVEN HARBOR,
MASSACHUSETTS.—The following portions of
the project for navigation, New Bedford and
Fairhaven Harbor, Massachusetts:

(A) A portion of the 25-foot spur channel
leading to the west of Fish Island, authorized
by the River and Harbor Act of 3 March 1909,
beginning at a point with coordinates
N232,173.77, E758,791.32, thence running south
27 degrees 36 minutes 52.8 seconds west 38.2
feet to a point N232,139.91, E758,773.61, thence
running south 87 degrees 35 minutes 31.6 sec-
onds west 196.84 feet to a point N232,131.64,
E758,576.94, thence running north 47 degrees
47 minutes 48.4 seconds west 502.72 feet to a
point N232,469.35, E758,204.54, thence running
north 10 degrees 10 minutes 20.3 seconds west
438.88 feet to a point N232,901.33, E758,127.03,
thence running north 79 degrees 49 minutes
43.1 seconds east 121.69 feet to a point
N232,922.82, E758,246.81, thence running south
04 degrees 29 minutes 17.6 seconds east 52.52
feet to a point N232,870.46, E758,250.92, thence
running south 23 degrees 56 minutes 11.2 sec-
onds east 49.15 feet to a point N323,825.54,
E758,270.86, thence running south 79 degrees
49 minutes 27.0 seconds west 88.19 feet to a
point N232,809.96, E758,184.06, thence running
south 10 degrees 10 minutes 25.7 seconds east
314.83 feet to a point N232,500.08, E758,239.67,
thence running south 56 degrees 33 minutes
56.1 seconds east 583.07 feet to a point
N232,178.82, E758,726.25, thence running south
85 degrees 33 minutes 16.0 seconds east to the
point of origin.

(B) A portion of the 30-foot west maneu-
vering basin, authorized by the River and
Harbor Act of 3 July 1930, beginning at a
point with coordinates N232,139.91,
E758,773.61, thence running north 81 degrees
49 minutes 30.1 seconds east 160.76 feet to a
point N232,162.77, E758.932.74, thence running
north 85 degrees 33 minutes 16.0 seconds west
141.85 feet to a point N232,173.77, E758,791.32,
thence running south 27 degrees 36 minutes
52.8 seconds west to the point of origin.

(b) ANCHORAGE AREA, CLINTON HARBOR,
CONNECTICUT.—That portion of the Clinton
Harbor, Connecticut, navigation project re-
ferred to in subsection (a)(2) beginning at a
point beginning: N158,444.58, E660,220.95,
thence running north 79 degrees 37 minutes
14 seconds east 833.31 feet to a point
N158,594.72, E661,040.67, thence running south
80 degrees 51 minutes 53 seconds east 181.21
feet to a point N158,565.95, E661,219.58, thence
running north 57 degrees 38 minutes 04 sec-
onds west 126.02 feet to a point N158,633.41,
E660,113.14, thence running south 79 degrees
37 minutes 14 seconds west 911.61 feet to a
point N158,469.17, E660,216.44, thence running
south 10 degrees 22 minutes 46 seconds east 25
feet returning to a point N158,444.58,
E660,220.95 is redesignated as an anchorage
area.

(c) WELLS HARBOR, MAINE.—
(1) PROJECT MODIFICATION.—The Wells Har-

bor, Maine, navigation project referred to in
subsection (a)(9) is modified to authorize the
Secretary to realign the channel and anchor-

age areas based on a harbor design capacity
of 150 craft.

(2) REDESIGNATIONS.—
(A) 6-FOOT ANCHORAGE.—The following por-

tions of the Wells Harbor, Maine, navigation
project referred to in subsection (a)(9) shall
be redesignated as part of the 6-foot anchor-
age:

(i) The portion of the 6-foot channel the
boundaries of which begin at a point with co-
ordinates N177,990.91, E394,820.68, thence run-
ning south 83 degrees 58 minutes 40.8 seconds
west 94.65 feet to a point N177,980.98,
E394,726.55, thence running south 11 degrees
46 minutes 22.4 seconds west 962.83 feet to a
point N177,038.40, E394,530.10, thence running
south 78 degrees 13 minutes 45.7 seconds east
90.00 feet to a point N177,020.04, E394,618.21,
thence running north 11 degrees 46 minutes
47.7 seconds east 991.76 feet to the point of or-
igin.

(ii) The portion of the 10-foot inner harbor
settling basin the boundaries of which begin
at a point with coordinates N177,020.04,
E394,618.21, thence running north 78 degrees
13 minutes 30.5 seconds west 160.00 feet to a
point N177,052.69, E394,461.58, thence running
south 11 degrees 46 minutes 45.4 seconds west
299.99 feet to a point N176,759.02, E394,400.34,
thence running south 78 degrees 13 minutes
17.9 seconds east 160 feet to a point
N176,726.36, E394,556.97, thence running north
11 degrees 46 minutes 44.0 seconds east 300.00
feet to the point of origin.

(B) 6-FOOT CHANNEL.—The following portion
of the Wells Harbor, Maine, navigation
project referred to in subsection (a)(9) shall
be redesignated as part of the 6-foot channel:
the portion of the 6-foot anchorage the
boundaries of which begin at a point with co-
ordinates N178,102.26, E394,751.83, thence run-
ning south 51 degrees 59 minutes 42.1 seconds
west 526.51 feet to a point N177,778.07,
E394,336.96, thence running south 11 degrees
46 minutes 26.6 seconds west 511.83 feet to a
point N177,277.01, E394,232.52, thence running
south 78 degrees 13 minutes 17.9 seconds east
80.00 feet to a point N177,260.68, E394,310.84,
thence running north 11 degrees 46 minutes
24.8 seconds east 482.54 feet to a point
N177,733.07, E394,409.30, thence running north
51 degrees 59 minutes 41.0 seconds east 402.63
feet to a point N177,980.98, E394,726.55, thence
running north 11 degrees 46 minutes 27.6 sec-
onds east 123.89 feet to the point of origin.

(3) REALIGNMENT.—The 6-foot anchorage
area described in paragraph (2)(B) shall be
realigned to include the area located south
of the inner harbor settling basin in exist-
ence on the date of the enactment of this Act
beginning at a point with coordinates
N176,726.36, E394,556.97, thence running north
78 degrees 13 minutes 17.9 seconds west 160.00
feet to a point N176,759.02, E394,400.34, thence
running south 11 degrees 47 minutes 03.8 sec-
onds west 45 feet to a point N176,714.97,
E394,391.15, thence running south 78 degrees
13 minutes 17.9 seconds 160.00 feet to a point
N176,682.31, E394,547.78, thence running north
11 degrees 47 minutes 03.8 seconds east 45 feet
to the point of origin.

(4) RELOCATION.—The Secretary may relo-
cate the settling basin feature of the Wells
Harbor, Maine, navigation project referred to
in subsection (a)(9) to the outer harbor be-
tween the jetties.

(5) ADDITIONAL ACTIONS.—In carrying out
the operation and the maintenance of the
Wells Harbor, Maine, navigation project re-
ferred to in subsection (a)(9), the Secretary
shall undertake each of the actions of the
Corps of Engineers specified in section IV(B)
of the memorandum of agreement relating to
the project dated January 20, 1998, including
those actions specified in such section IV(B)
that the parties agreed to ask the Corps of
Engineers to undertake.

(d) ANCHORAGE AREA, GREEN HARBOR, MAS-
SACHUSETTS.—The portion of the Green Har-
bor, Massachusetts, navigation project re-
ferred to in subsection (a)(11) consisting of a
6-foot deep channel that lies northerly of a
line whose coordinates are North 394825.00,
East 831660.00 and North 394779.28, East
831570.64 is redesignated as an anchorage
area.
SEC. 365. AMERICAN AND SACRAMENTO RIVERS,

CALIFORNIA.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The project for flood

damage reduction, American and Sac-
ramento Rivers, California, authorized by
section 101(a)(1) of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3662–3663), is
modified to direct the Secretary to include
the following improvements as part of the
overall project:

(1) Raising the left bank of the non-Federal
levee upstream of the Mayhew Drain for a
distance of 4,500 feet by an average of 2.5
feet.

(2) Raising the right bank of the American
River levee from 1,500 feet upstream to 4,000
feet downstream of the Howe Avenue bridge
by an average of 1 feet.

(3) Modifying the south levee of the
Natomas Cross Canal for a distance of 5
miles to ensure that the south levee is con-
sistent with the level of protection provided
by the authorized levee along the east bank
of the Sacramento River.

(4) Modifying the north levee of the
Natomas Cross Canal for a distance of 5
miles to ensure that the height of the levee
is equivalent to the height of the south levee
as authorized by paragraph (3).

(5) Installing gates to the existing Mayhew
Drain culvert and pumps to prevent backup
of floodwater on the Folsom Boulevard side
of the gates.

(6) Installation of a slurry wall in the
north levee of the American River from the
east levee of the Natomas east Main Drain
upstream for a distance of approximately 1.2
miles.

(7) Installation of a slurry wall in the
north levee of the American River from 300
feet west of Jacob Lane north for a distance
of approximately 1 mile to the end of the ex-
isting levee.

(b) COST LIMITATIONS.—Section 101(a)(1)(A)
of the Water Resources Development Act of
1996 (110 Stat. 3662) is amended by striking
‘‘at a total cost of’’ and all that follows
through ‘‘$14,225,000,’’ and inserting the fol-
lowing: ‘‘at a total cost of $91,900,000, with an
estimated Federal cost of $68,925,000 and an
estimated non-Federal cost of $22,975,000,’’.

(c) COST SHARING.—For purposes of section
103 of the Water Resources Development Act
of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2213), the modifications au-
thorized by this section shall be subject to
the same cost sharing in effect for the
project for flood damage reduction, Amer-
ican and Sacramento Rivers, California, au-
thorized by section 101(a)(1) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1996 (110 Stat.
3662).
SEC. 366. MARTIN, KENTUCKY.

The project for flood control, Martin, Ken-
tucky, authorized by section 202(a) of the En-
ergy and Water Development Appropriations
Act, 1981 (94 Stat. 1339) is modified to author-
ize the Secretary to take all necessary meas-
ures to prevent future losses that would
occur from a flood equal in magnitude to a
100-year frequency event.
SEC. 367. SOUTHERN WEST VIRGINIA PILOT PRO-

GRAM.
Section 340(g) of the Water Resources De-

velopment Act of 1992 (106 Stat. 4856) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out the pilot program under this sec-
tion $40,000,000 for fiscal years beginning
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after September 30, 1992. Such sums shall re-
main available until expended.’’.
SEC. 368. BLACK WARRIOR AND TOMBIGBEE RIV-

ERS, JACKSON, ALABAMA.
The project for navigation, Black Warrior

and Tombigbee Rivers, vicinity of Jackson,
Alabama, as authorized by section 106 of the
Energy and Water Development Appropria-
tions Act, 1987 (100 Stat. 3341–199), is modi-
fied to authorize the Secretary to acquire
lands for mitigation of the habitat losses at-
tributable to the project, including the navi-
gation channel, dredged material disposal
areas, and other areas directly impacted by
construction of the project. Notwithstanding
section 906 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2283), the Sec-
retary may construct the project prior to ac-
quisition of the mitigation lands if the Sec-
retary takes such actions as may be nec-
essary to ensure that any required mitiga-
tion lands will be acquired not later than 2
years after initiation of construction of the
new channel and such acquisition will fully
mitigate any adverse environmental impacts
resulting from the project.
SEC. 369. TROPICANA WASH AND FLAMINGO

WASH, NEVADA.
Any Federal costs associated with the

Tropicana and Flamingo Washes, Nevada,
authorized by section 101(13) of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1992 (106 Stat.
4803), incurred by the non-Federal interest to
accelerate or modify construction of the
project, in cooperation with the Corps of En-
gineers, shall be considered to be eligible for
reimbursement by the Secretary.
SEC. 370. COMITE RIVER, LOUISIANA.

The Comite River Diversion Project for
flood control, authorized as part of the
project for flood control, Amite River and
Tributaries, Louisiana, by section 101(11) of
the Water Resources Development Act of
1992 (106 Stat. 4802–4803) and modified by sec-
tion 301(b)(5) of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3709–3710), is
further modified to authorize the Secretary
to include the costs of highway relocations
to be cost shared as a project construction
feature if the Secretary determines that
such treatment of costs is necessary to fa-
cilitate construction of the project.
SEC. 371. ST. MARY’S RIVER, MICHIGAN.

The project for navigation, St. Mary’s
River, Michigan, is modified to direct the
Secretary to provide an additional foot of
overdraft between Point Louise Turn and the
Locks and Sault Saint Marie, Michigan, con-
sistent with the channels upstream of Point
Louise Turn. The modification shall be car-
ried out as operation and maintenance to im-
prove navigation safety.
SEC. 372. CITY OF CHARLXVOIX: REIMBURSE-

MENT, MICHIGAN.
The Secretary, shall review and, if con-

sistent with authorized project Purposes, re-
imburse the City of Charlevoix, Michigan,
for the Federal share of costs associated with
construction of the new revetment to the
Federal navigation project at Charlevoix
Harbor, Michigan.

TITLE IV—STUDIES
SEC. 401. UPPER MISSISSIPPI AND ILLINOIS RIV-

ERS LEVEES AND STREAMBANKS
PROTECTION.

The Secretary shall conduct a study of ero-
sion damage to levees and infrastructure on
the upper Mississippi and Illinois Rivers and
the impact of increased barge and pleasure
craft traffic on deterioration of levees and
other flood control structures on such rivers.
SEC. 402. UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER COM-

PREHENSIVE PLAN.
(a) DEVELOPMENT.—The Secretary shall de-

velop a plan to address water and related
land resources problems and opportunities in

the Upper Mississippi and Illinois River Ba-
sins, extending from Cairo, Illinois, to the
headwaters of the Mississippi River, in the
interest of systemic flood damage reduction
by means of a mixture of structural and non-
structural flood control and floodplain man-
agement strategies, continued maintenance
of the navigation project, management of
bank caving and erosion, watershed nutrient
and sediment management, habitat manage-
ment, recreation needs, and other related
purposes.

(b) CONTENTS.—The plan shall contain rec-
ommendations on future management plans
and actions to be carried out by the respon-
sible Federal and non-Federal entities and
shall specifically address recommendations
to authorize construction of a systemic flood
control project in accordance with a plan for
the Upper Mississippi River. The plan shall
include recommendations for Federal action
where appropriate and recommendations for
follow-on studies for problem areas for which
data or current technology does not allow
immediate solutions.

(c) CONSULTATION AND USE OF EXISTING
DATA.—The Secretary shall consult with ap-
propriate State and Federal agencies and
shall make maximum use of existing data
and ongoing programs and efforts of States
and Federal agencies in developing the plan.

(d) COST SHARING.—Development of the
plan under this section shall be at Federal
expense. Feasibility studies resulting from
development of such plan shall be subject to
cost sharing under section 105 of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C.
2215).

(e) REPORT.—The Secretary shall submit a
report that includes the comprehensive plan
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure of the House of Representatives
and the Committee on Environment and
Public Works of the Senate not later than 3
years after the date of the enactment of this
Act.
SEC. 403. EL DORADO, UNION COUNTY, ARKAN-

SAS.
The Secretary shall conduct a study to de-

termine the feasibility of improvements to
regional water supplies for El Dorado, Union
County, Arkansas.
SEC. 404. SWEETWATER RESERVOIR, SAN DIEGO

COUNTY, CALIFORNIA.
The Secretary shall conduct a study of the

potential water quality problems and pollu-
tion abatement measures in the watershed in
and around Sweetwater Reservoir, San Diego
County, California.
SEC. 405. WHITEWATER RIVER BASIN, CALI-

FORNIA.
The Secretary shall undertake and com-

plete a feasibility study for flood damage re-
duction in the Whitewater River basin, Cali-
fornia, and, based upon the results of such
study, give priority consideration to includ-
ing the recommended project, including the
Salton Sea wetlands restoration project, in
the flood mitigation and riverine restoration
pilot program authorized in section 214 of
this Act.
SEC. 406. LITTLE ECONLACKHATCHEE RIVER

BASIN, FLORIDA.
The Secretary shall conduct a study of pol-

lution abatement measures in the Little
Econlackhatchee River basin, Florida.
SEC. 407. PORT EVERGLADES INLET, FLORIDA.

The Secretary shall conduct a study to de-
termine the feasibility of carrying out a sand
bypass project at Port Everglades Inlet,
Florida.
SEC. 408. UPPER DES PLAINES RIVER AND TRIBU-

TARIES, ILLINOIS AND WISCONSIN.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is directed

to conduct a study of the upper Des Plaines
River and tributaries, Illinois and Wisconsin,
upstream of the confluence with Salt Creek

at Riverside, Illinois, to determine the feasi-
bility of improvements in the interests of
flood damage reduction, environmental res-
toration and protection, water quality,
recreation, and related purposes.

(b) SPECIAL RULE.—In conducting the
study, the Secretary may not exclude from
consideration and evaluation flood damage
reduction measures based on restrictive poli-
cies regarding the frequency of flooding,
drainage area, and amount of runoff.

(c) CONSULTATION AND USE OF EXISTING
DATA.—The Secretary shall consult with ap-
propriate State and Federal agencies and
shall make maximum use of existing data
and ongoing programs and efforts of States
and Federal agencies in conducting the
study.
SEC. 409. CAMERON PARISH WEST OF CALCASIEU

RIVER, LOUISIANA.
The Secretary shall conduct a study to de-

termine the feasibility of carrying out a
project for storm damage reduction and envi-
ronmental restoration, Cameron Parish west
of Calcasieu River, Louisiana.
SEC. 410. GRAND ISLE AND VICINITY, LOUISIANA.

In carrying out a study of the storm dam-
age reduction benefits to Grand Isle and vi-
cinity, Louisiana, the Secretary shall in-
clude benefits that a storm damage reduc-
tion project for Grand Isle and vicinity, Lou-
isiana, may have on the mainland coast of
Louisiana as project benefits attributable to
the Grand Isle project.
SEC. 411. LAKE PONTCHARTRAIN SEAWALL, LOU-

ISIANA.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall com-

plete a post-authorization change report on
the project for hurricane-flood protection,
Lake Pontchartrain, Louisiana, and vicinity,
authorized by section 204 of the Flood Con-
trol Act of 1965 (79 Stat. 1077), to incorporate
and accomplish structural modifications to
the seawall fronting protection along the
south shore of Lake Pontchartrain from the
New Basin Canal on the west to the Inner
harbor Navigation Canal on the east.

(b) REPORT.—The Secretary shall ensure
expeditious completion of the post-author-
ization change report required by subsection
(a) not later than 180 days after the date of
the enactment of this section.
SEC. 412. WESTPORT, MASSACHUSETTS.

The Secretary shall conduct a study to de-
termine the feasibility of carrying out a
navigation project for the town of Westport,
Massachusetts, and the possible beneficial
uses of dredged material for shoreline pro-
tection and storm damage reduction in the
area. In determining the benefits of the
project, the Secretary shall include the bene-
fits derived from using dredged material for
shoreline protection and storm damage re-
duction.
SEC. 413. SOUTHWEST VALLEY, ALBUQUERQUE,

NEW MEXICO.
The Secretary shall undertake and com-

plete a feasibility study for flood damage re-
duction in the Southwest Valley, Albu-
querque, New Mexico, and, based upon the
results of such study, give priority consider-
ation to including the recommended project
in the flood mitigation and riverine restora-
tion pilot program authorized in section 214
of this Act.
SEC. 414. CAYUGA CREEK, NEW YORK.

The Secretary shall conduct a study to de-
termine the feasibility of carrying out a
project for flood control for Cayuga Creek,
New York.
SEC. 415. ARCOLA CREEK WATERSHED, MADISON,

OHIO.
The Secretary shall conduct a study to de-

termine the feasibility of a project to pro-
vide environmental restoration and protec-
tion for the Arcola Creek watershed, Madi-
son, Ohio.
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SEC. 416. WESTERN LAKE ERIE BASIN, OHIO, IN-

DIANA, AND MICHIGAN.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-

duct a study to develop measures to improve
flood control, navigation, water quality,
recreation, and fish and wildlife habitat in a
comprehensive manner in the western Lake
Erie basin, Ohio, Indiana, and Michigan, in-
cluding watersheds of the Maumee, Ottawa,
and Portage Rivers.

(b) COOPERATION.—In carrying out the
study, the Secretary shall cooperate with in-
terested Federal, State, and local agencies
and nongovernmental organizations and con-
sider all relevant programs of such agencies.

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall submit to Congress a report
on the results of the study, including find-
ings and recommendations.
SEC. 417. SCHUYLKILL RIVER, NORRISTOWN,

PENNSYLVANIA.
The Secretary shall conduct a study to de-

termine the feasibility of carrying out a
project for flood control for Schuylkill
River, Norristown, Pennsylvania, including
improvement to existing stormwater drain-
age systems.
SEC. 418. LAKES MARION AND MOULTRIE, SOUTH

CAROLINA.
The Secretary shall conduct a study to de-

termine the feasibility of carrying out a
project for Lakes Marion and Moultrie to
provide water supply, treatment, and dis-
tribution to Calhoun, Clarendon, Colleton,
Dorchester, Orangeburg, and Sumter Coun-
ties, South Carolina.
SEC. 419. DAY COUNTY, SOUTH DAKOTA.

The Secretary shall conduct an investiga-
tion of flooding and other water resources
problems between the James River and Big
Sioux watersheds in South Dakota and an
assessment of flood damage reduction needs
of the area.
SEC. 420. CORPUS CHRISTI, TEXAS.

The Secretary shall include, as part of the
study authorized in a resolution of the Com-
mittee on Public Works and Transportation
of the House of Representatives, dated Au-
gust 1, 1990, a review of two 175-foot-wide
barge shelves on either side of the navigation
channel at the Port of Corpus Christi, Texas.
SEC. 421. MITCHELL’S CUT CHANNEL (CANEY

FORK CUT), TEXAS.
The Secretary shall conduct a study to de-

termine the feasibility of carrying out a
project for navigation, Mitchell’s Cut Chan-
nel (Caney Fork Cut), Texas.
SEC. 422. MOUTH OF COLORADO RIVER, TEXAS.

The Secretary shall conduct a study to de-
termine the feasibility of carrying out a
project for navigation at the mouth of the
Colorado River, Texas, to provide a min-
imum draft navigation channel extending
from the Colorado River through Parkers
Cut (also known as ‘‘Tiger Island Cut’’), or
an acceptable alternative, to Matagorda Bay.
SEC. 423. KANAWHA RIVER, FAYETTE COUNTY,

WEST VIRGINIA.
The Secretary shall conduct a study to de-

termine the feasibility of developing a public
port along the Kanawha River in Fayette
County, West Virginia, at a site known as
‘‘Longacre’’.
SEC. 424. WEST VIRGINIA PORTS.

The Secretary shall conduct a study to de-
termine the feasibility of expanding public
port development in West Virginia along the
Ohio River and navigable portion of the
Kanawha River from its mouth to river mile
91.0
SEC. 425. GREAT LAKES REGION COMPREHEN-

SIVE STUDY.
(a) STUDY.—The Secretary shall conduct a

comprehensive study of the Great Lakes re-
gion to ensure the future use, management,

and protection of water and related re-
sources of the Great Lakes basin.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 4 years after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall submit to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Environment and Public Works of the
Senate a report that includes the strategic
plan for Corps of Engineers programs in the
Great Lakes basin and details of proposed
Corps of Engineers environmental, naviga-
tion, and flood damage reduction projects in
the region.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $1,000,000 for fiscal
years 2000 through 2003.
SEC. 426. NUTRIENT LOADING RESULTING FROM

DREDGED MATERIAL DISPOSAL.
(a) STUDY.—The Secretary shall conduct a

study of nutrient loading that occurs as a re-
sult of discharges of dredged material into
open-water sites in the Chesapeake Bay.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 18 months
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Secretary shall transmit to Congress a
report on the results of the study.
SEC. 427. SANTEE DELTA FOCUS AREA, SOUTH

CAROLINA.
The Secretary shall conduct a study of the

Santee Delta focus area, South Carolina, to
determine the feasibility of carrying out a
project for enhancing wetlands values and
public recreational opportunities in the area.
SEC. 428. DEL NORTE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA.

The Secretary shall undertake and com-
plete a feasibility study for designating a
permanent disposal site for dredged mate-
rials from Federal navigation projects in Del
Norte County, California.
SEC. 429. ST. CLAIR RIVER AND LAKE ST. CLAIR,

MICHIGAN.
(a) PLAN.—The Secretary, in coordination

with State and local governments and appro-
priate Federal and provincial authorities of
Canada, shall develop a comprehensive man-
agement plan for St. Clair River and Lake
St. Clair. Such plan shall include the fol-
lowing elements:

(1) The causes and sources of environ-
mental degradation.

(2) Continuous monitoring of organic, bio-
logical, metallic, and chemical contamina-
tion levels.

(3) Timely dissemination of information of
such contamination levels to public authori-
ties, other interested parties, and the public.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall transmit to Congress a re-
port that includes the plan developed under
subsection (a), together with recommenda-
tions of potential restoration measures.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $400,000.
SEC. 430. CUMBERLAND COUNTY, TENNESSEE.

The Secretary shall conduct a study to de-
termine the feasibility of improvements to
regional water supplies for Cumberland
County, Tennessee.

TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
SEC. 501. CORPS ASSUMPTION OF NRCS

PROJECTS.
(a) LLAGAS CREEK, CALIFORNIA.—The Sec-

retary is authorized to complete the remain-
ing reaches of the Natural Resources Con-
servation Service’s flood control project at
Llagas Creek, California, undertaken pursu-
ant to section 5 of the Watershed Protection
and Flood Prevention Act (16 U.S.C. 1005),
substantially in accordance with the Natural
Resources Conservation Service watershed
plan for Llagas Creek, Department of Agri-
culture, and in accordance with the require-

ments of local cooperation as specified in
section 4 of such Act, at a total cost of
$45,000,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$21,800,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost
of $23,200,000.

(b) THORNTON RESERVOIR, COOK COUNTY, IL-
LINOIS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Thornton Reservoir
project, an element of the project for flood
control, Chicagoland Underflow Plan, Illi-
nois, authorized by section 3(a)(5) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1988
(102 Stat. 4013), is modified to authorize the
Secretary to include additional permanent
flood control storage attributable to the
Natural Resources Conservation Service
Thornton Reservoir (Structure 84), Little
Calumet River Watershed, Illinois, approved
under the Watershed Protection and Flood
Prevention Act (16 U.S.C. 1001 et seq.).

(2) COST SHARING.—Costs for the Thornton
Reservoir project shall be shared in accord-
ance with section 103 of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2213).

(3) TRANSITIONAL STORAGE.—The Secretary
of Agriculture may cooperate with non-Fed-
eral interests to provide, on a transitional
basis, flood control storage for the Natural
Resources Conservation Service Thornton
Reservoir (Structure 84) in the west lobe of
the Thornton quarry in advance of Corps’
construction.

(4) CREDITING.—The Secretary may credit
against the non-Federal share of the Thorn-
ton Reservoir project all design, lands, ease-
ments, rights-of-way (as of the date of au-
thorization), and construction costs incurred
by the non-Federal interests before the sign-
ing of the project cooperation agreement.

(5) REEVALUATION REPORT.—The Secretary
shall determine the credits authorized by
paragraph (4) that are integral to the Thorn-
ton Reservoir project and the current total
project costs based on a limited reevaluation
report.
SEC. 502. CONSTRUCTION ASSISTANCE.

Section 219(e) of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1992 (106 Stat. 4836–4837) is
amended by striking paragraphs (5) and (6)
and inserting the following:

‘‘(5) $25,000,000 for the project described in
subsection (c)(2);

‘‘(6) $20,000,000 for the project described in
subsection (c)(9);

‘‘(7) $30,000,000 for the project described in
subsection (c)(16);

‘‘(8) $30,000,000 for the project described in
subsection (c)(17);

‘‘(9) $20,000,000 for the project described in
subsection (c)(19);

‘‘(10) $15,000,000 for the project described in
subsection (c)(20);

‘‘(11) $11,000,000 for the project described in
subsection (c)(21);

‘‘(12) $2,000,000 for the project described in
subsection (c)(22);

‘‘(13) $3,000,000 for the project described in
subsection (c)(23);

‘‘(14) $1,500,000 for the project described in
subsection (c)(24);

‘‘(15) $2,000,000 for the project described in
subsection (c)(25);

‘‘(16) $8,000,000 for the project described in
subsection (c)(26);

‘‘(17) $8,000,000 for the project described in
subsection (c)(27), of which $3,000,000 shall be
available only for providing assistance for
the Montoursville Regional Sewer Author-
ity, Lycoming County;

‘‘(18) $10,000,000 for the project described in
subsection (c)(28); and

‘‘(19) $1,000,000 for the project described in
subsection (c)(29).’’.
SEC. 503. CONTAMINATED SEDIMENT DREDGING

TECHNOLOGY.
(a) CONTAMINATED SEDIMENT DREDGING

PROJECT.—
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(1) REVIEW.—The Secretary shall conduct a

review of innovative dredging technologies
designed to minimize or eliminate contami-
nation of a water column upon removal of
contaminated sediments. The Secretary
shall complete such review by June 1, 2001.

(2) TESTING.—After completion of the re-
view under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall
select the technology of those reviewed that
the Secretary determines will increase the
effectiveness of removing contaminated sedi-
ments and significantly reduce contamina-
tion of the water column. Not later than De-
cember 31, 2001, the Secretary shall enter
into an agreement with a public or private
entity to test such technology in the vicin-
ity of Peoria Lakes, Illinois.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $2,000,000.
SEC. 504. DAM SAFETY.

(a) ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary is author-
ized to provide assistance to enhance dam
safety at the following locations:

(1) Healdsburg Veteran’s Memorial Dam,
California.

(2) Felix Dam, Pennsylvania.
(3) Kehly Run Dam, Pennsylvania.
(4) Owl Creek Reservoir, Pennsylvania.
(5) Sweet Arrow Lake Dam, Pennsylvania.
(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

There is authorized to be appropriated
$6,000,000 to carry out this section.
SEC. 505. GREAT LAKES REMEDIAL ACTION

PLANS.

Section 401(a)(2) of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1990 (110 Stat. 3763) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
‘‘Nonprofit public or private entities may
contribute all or a portion of the non-Fed-
eral share.’’.
SEC. 506. SEA LAMPREY CONTROL MEASURES IN

THE GREAT LAKES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In conjunction with the
Great Lakes Fishery Commission, the Sec-
retary is authorized to undertake a program
for the control of sea lampreys in and around
waters of the Great Lakes. The program un-
dertaken pursuant to this section may in-
clude projects which consist of either struc-
tural or nonstructural measures or a com-
bination thereof.

(b) COST SHARING.—Projects carried out
under this section on lands owned by the
United States shall be carried out at full
Federal expense. The non-Federal share of
the cost of any such project undertaken on
lands not in Federal ownership shall be 35
percent.

(c) NON-FEDERAL INTERESTS.—Notwith-
standing section 221(b) of the Flood Control
Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d–5b(b)), the Sec-
retary, after coordination with the appro-
priate State and local government officials
having jurisdiction over an area in which a
project under this section will be carried out,
may allow a nonprofit entity to serve as the
non-Federal interest for the project.

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $2,000,000 for each of
fiscal years 2000 through 2005.
SEC. 507. MAINTENANCE OF NAVIGATION CHAN-

NELS.

Section 509(a) of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3759) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(12) Acadiana Navigation Channel, Lou-
isiana.

‘‘(13) Contraband Bayou, Louisiana, as part
of the Calcasieu River and Pass Ship Chan-
nel.

‘‘(14) Lake Wallula Navigation Channel,
Washington.

‘‘(15) Wadley Pass (also known as McGriff
Pass), Suwanee River, Florida.’’.

SEC. 508. MEASUREMENT OF LAKE MICHIGAN DI-
VERSIONS.

Section 1142(b) of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1986 (42 U.S.C. 1962d–20
note; 100 Stat. 4253) is amended by striking
‘‘$250,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$1,250,000’’.
SEC. 509. UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER ENVIRON-

MENTAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM.
(a) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—Section

1103(e)(1) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 652(e)(1)) is
amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘and’’ at the end of sub-
paragraph (A);

(2) in subparagraph (B) by striking ‘‘long-
term resource monitoring program; and’’ and
inserting ‘‘long-term resource monitoring,
computerized data inventory and analysis,
and applied research program.’’; and

(3) by striking subparagraph (C) and insert-
ing the following:
‘‘In carrying out subparagraph (A), the Sec-
retary shall establish an independent tech-
nical advisory committee to review projects,
monitoring plans, and habitat and natural
resource needs assessments.’’.

(b) REPORTS.—Section 1103(e)(2) of such Act
(33 U.S.C. 652(e)(2)) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘‘(2) REPORTS.—Not later than December
31, 2004, and not later than December 31st of
every sixth year thereafter, the Secretary, in
consultation with the Secretary of the Inte-
rior and the States of Illinois, Iowa, Min-
nesota, Missouri, and Wisconsin, shall trans-
mit to Congress a report that—

‘‘(A) contains an evaluation of the pro-
grams described in paragraph (1);

‘‘(B) describes the accomplishments of
each of such programs;

‘‘(C) provides updates of a systemic habitat
needs assessment; and

‘‘(D) identifies any needed adjustments in
the authorization.’’.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Section 1103(e) of such Act (33 U.S.C. 652(e))
is amended—

(1) in paragraph (3) by striking ‘‘not to ex-
ceed’’ and all that follows before the period
at the end and inserting ‘‘$22,750,000 for fiscal
year 1999 and each fiscal year thereafter’’;

(2) in paragraph (4) by striking ‘‘not to ex-
ceed’’ and all that follows before the period
at the end and inserting ‘‘$10,420,000 for fiscal
year 1999 and each fiscal year thereafter’’;
and

(3) by striking paragraph (5) and inserting
the following:

‘‘(5) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out paragraph (1)(A) $350,000 for each of
fiscal years 1999 through 2009.’’.

(d) TRANSFER OF AMOUNTS.—Section
1103(e)(6) of such Act is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(6) TRANSFER OF AMOUNTS.—For fiscal
year 1999, and each fiscal year thereafter, the
Secretary, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of the Interior and the States of Illi-
nois, Iowa, Minnesota, Missouri, and Wis-
consin, may transfer not to exceed 20 percent
of the amounts appropriated to carry out
subparagraph (A) or (B) of paragraph (1) to
the amounts appropriated to carry out the
other of such subparagraphs.’’.

(e) HABITAT NEEDS ASSESSMENT.—Section
1103(h)(2) of such Act (33 U.S.C. 652(h)(2)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
‘‘The Secretary shall complete the on-going
habitat needs assessment conducted under
this paragraph not later than September 30,
2000, and shall include in each report re-
quired by subsection (e)(2) the most recent
habitat needs assessment conducted under
this paragraph.’’.

(f) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 1103
of such Act (33 U.S.C. 652) is amended—

(1) in subsection (e)(7) by striking ‘‘para-
graphs (1)(B) and (1)(C)’’ and inserting ‘‘para-
graph (1)(B)’’; and

(2) in subsection (f)(2)—
(A) by striking ‘‘(2)(A)’’ and inserting

‘‘(2)’’; and
(B) by striking subparagraph (B).

SEC. 510. ATLANTIC COAST OF NEW YORK MONI-
TORING.

Section 404(c) of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1992 (106 Stat. 4863) is
amended by striking ‘‘1993, 1994, 1995, 1996,
and 1997’’ and inserting ‘‘1993 through 2003’’.
SEC. 511. WATER CONTROL MANAGEMENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In evaluating potential
improvements for water control manage-
ment activities and consolidation of water
control management centers, the Secretary
may consider a regionalized water control
management plan but may not implement
such a plan until the date on which a report
is transmitted under subsection (b).

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall transmit to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure and
the Committee on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Environment and Public Works and the
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate
a report containing the following:

(1) A description of the primary objectives
of streamlining water control management
activities.

(2) A description of the benefits provided
by streamlining water control management
activities through consolidation of centers
for such activities.

(3) A determination of whether or not ben-
efits to users of regional water control man-
agement centers will be retained in each dis-
trict office of the Corps of Engineers that
does not have a regional center.

(4) A determination of whether or not users
of such regional centers will receive a higher
level of benefits from streamlining water
management control management activities.

(5) A list of the Members of Congress who
represent a district that currently includes a
water control management center that is to
be eliminated under a proposed regionalized
plan.
SEC. 512. BENEFICIAL USE OF DREDGED MATE-

RIAL.

The Secretary is authorized to carry out
the following projects under section 204 of
the Water Resources Development Act of
1992 (33 U.S.C. 2326):

(1) BODEGA BAY, CALIFORNIA.—A project to
make beneficial use of dredged materials
from a Federal navigation project in Bodega
Bay, California.

(2) SABINE REFUGE, LOUISIANA.—A project
to make beneficial use of dredged materials
from Federal navigation projects in the vi-
cinity of Sabine Refuge, Louisiana.

(3) HANCOCK, HARRISON, AND JACKSON COUN-
TIES, MISSISSIPPI.—A project to make bene-
ficial use of dredged material from a Federal
navigation project in Hancock, Harrison, and
Jackson Counties, Mississippi.

(4) ROSE CITY MARSH, ORANGE COUNTY,
TEXAS.—A project to make beneficial use of
dredged material from a Federal navigation
project in Rose City Marsh, Orange County,
Texas.

(5) BESSIE HEIGHTS MARSH, ORANGE COUNTY,
TEXAS.—A project to make beneficial use of
dredged material from a Federal navigation
project in Bessie Heights Marsh, Orange
County, Texas.
SEC. 513. DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION ASSIST-

ANCE.

Section 507(2) of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3758) is
amended to read as follows:
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‘‘(2) Expansion and improvement of Long

Pine Run Dam and associated water infra-
structure in accordance with the require-
ments of subsections (b) through (e) of sec-
tion 313 of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1992 (106 Stat. 4845) at a total cost of
$20,000,000.’’.
SEC. 514. LOWER MISSOURI RIVER AQUATIC RES-

TORATION PROJECTS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year

after funds are made available for such pur-
poses, the Secretary shall complete a com-
prehensive report—

(1) identifying a general implementation
strategy and overall plan for environmental
restoration and protection along the Lower
Missouri River between Gavins Point Dam
and the confluence of the Missouri and Mis-
sissippi Rivers; and

(2) recommending individual environ-
mental restoration projects that can be con-
sidered by the Secretary for implementation
under section 206 of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1996 (33 U.S.C. 2330; 110
Stat. 3679–3680).

(b) SCOPE OF PROJECTS.—Any environ-
mental restoration projects recommended
under subsection (a) shall provide for such
activities and measures as the Secretary de-
termines to be necessary to protect and re-
store fish and wildlife habitat without ad-
versely affecting private property rights or
water related needs of the region sur-
rounding the Missouri River, including flood
control, navigation, and enhancement of
water supply, and shall include some or all of
the following components:

(1) Modification and improvement of navi-
gation training structures to protect and re-
store fish and wildlife habitat.

(2) Modification and creation of side chan-
nels to protect and restore fish and wildlife
habitat.

(3) Restoration and creation of fish and
wildlife habitat.

(4) Physical and biological monitoring for
evaluating the success of the projects.

(c) COORDINATION.—To the maximum ex-
tent practicable, the Secretary shall inte-
grate projects carried out in accordance with
this section with other Federal, tribal, and
State restoration activities.

(d) COST SHARING.—The report under sub-
section (a) shall be undertaken at full Fed-
eral expense.
SEC. 515. AQUATIC RESOURCES RESTORATION IN

THE NORTHWEST.
(a) IN GENERAL.—In cooperation with other

Federal agencies, the Secretary is authorized
to develop and implement projects for fish
screens, fish passage devices, and other simi-
lar measures agreed to by non-Federal inter-
ests and relevant Federal agencies to miti-
gate adverse impacts associated with irriga-
tion system water diversions by local gov-
ernmental entities in the States of Oregon,
Washington, Montana, and Idaho.

(b) PROCEDURE AND PARTICIPATION.—
(1) CONSULTATION REQUIREMENT; USE OF EX-

ISTING DATA.—In providing assistance under
subsection (a), the Secretary shall consult
with other Federal, State, and local agencies
and make maximum use of data and studies
in existence on the date of the enactment of
this Act.

(2) PARTICIPATION BY NON-FEDERAL INTER-
ESTS.—Participation by non-Federal inter-
ests in projects under this section shall be
voluntary. The Secretary shall not take any
action under this section that will result in
a non-Federal interest being held financially
responsible for an action under a project un-
less the non-Federal interest has voluntarily
agreed to participate in the project.

(c) COST SHARING.—Projects carried out
under this section on lands owned by the
United States shall be carried out at full

Federal expense. The non-Federal share of
the cost of any such project undertaken on
lands not in Federal ownership shall be 35
percent.

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $10,000,000 for fiscal
years beginning after September 30, 1999.
SEC. 516. INNOVATIVE TECHNOLOGIES FOR WA-

TERSHED RESTORATION.
The Secretary shall use, and encourage the

use of, innovative treatment technologies,
including membrane technologies, for water-
shed and environmental restoration and pro-
tection projects involving water quality.
SEC. 517. ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION.

(a) ATLANTA, GEORGIA.—Section 219(c)(2) of
the Water Resources Development Act of
1992 (106 Stat. 4835) is amended by inserting
before the period ‘‘and watershed restoration
and development in the regional Atlanta wa-
tershed, including Big Creek and Rock
Creek’’.

(b) PATERSON AND PASSAIC VALLEY, NEW
JERSEY.—Section 219(c)(9) of such Act (106
Stat. 4836) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(9) PATERSON, PASSAIC COUNTY, AND PAS-
SAIC VALLEY, NEW JERSEY.—Drainage facili-
ties to alleviate flooding problems on Getty
Avenue in the vicinity of St. Joseph’s Hos-
pital for the City of Paterson, New Jersey,
and Passaic County, New Jersey, and innova-
tive facilities to manage and treat additional
flows in the Passaic Valley, Passaic River
basin, New Jersey.’’.

(c) NASHUA, NEW HAMPSHIRE.—Section
219(c) of such Act is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘‘(19) NASHUA, NEW HAMPSHIRE.—A sewer
and drainage system separation and
rehabiliation program for Nashua, New
Hampshire.’’.

(d) FALL RIVER AND NEW BEDFORD, MASSA-
CHUSETTS.—Section 219(c) of such Act is fur-
ther amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(20) FALL RIVER AND NEW BEDFORD, MASSA-
CHUSETTS.—Elimination or control of com-
bined sewer overflows in the cities of Fall
River and New Bedford, Massachusetts.’’.

(e) ADDITIONAL PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS.—
Section 219(c) of such Act is further amended
by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(21) FINDLAY TOWNSHIP, PENNSYLVANIA.—
Water and sewer lines in Findlay Township,
Allegheny County, Pennsylvania.

‘‘(22) DILLSBURG BOROUGH AUTHORITY, PENN-
SYLVANIA.—Water and sewer systems in
Franklin Township, York County, Pennsyl-
vania.

‘‘(23) HAMPTON TOWNSHIP, PENNSYLVANIA.—
Water, sewer, and stormsewer improvements
in Hampton Township, Cumberland County,
Pennsylvania.

‘‘(24) TOWAMENCIN TOWNSHIP, PENNSYL-
VANIA.—Sanitary sewer and water lines in
Towamencin Township, Montgomery Coun-
ty, Pennsylvania.

‘‘(25) DAUPHIN COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA.—
Combined sewer and water system rehabili-
tation for the City of Harrisburg, Dauphin
County, Pennsylvania.

‘‘(26) LEE, NORTON, WISE, AND SCOTT COUN-
TIES, VIRGINIA.—Water supply and waste-
water treatment in Lee, Norton, Wise, and
Scott Counties, Virginia.

‘‘(27) NORTHEAST PENNSYLVANIA.—Water-re-
lated infrastructure in Lackawanna,
Lycoming, Susquehanna, Wyoming, Pike,
and Monroe Counties, Pennsylvania, includ-
ing assistance for the Montoursville Re-
gional Sewer Authority, Lycoming County.

‘‘(28) CALUMET REGION, INDIANA.—Water-re-
lated infrastructure in Lake and Porter
Counties, Indiana.

‘‘(29) CLINTON COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA.—
Water-related infrastructure in Clinton
County, Pennsylvania.’’.

SEC. 518. EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF CER-
TAIN PROJECTS.

The Secretary shall expedite completion of
the reports for the following projects and
proceed directly to project planning, engi-
neering, and design:

(1) Arroyo Pasajero, San Joaquin River
basin, California, project for flood control.

(2) Success Dam, Tule River, California,
project for flood control and water supply.

(3) Alafia Channel, Tampa Harbor, Florida,
project for navigation.

(4) Columbia Slough, Portland, Oregon,
project for ecosystem restoration.

(5) Ohio River Greenway, Indiana, project
for environmental restoration and recre-
ation.
SEC. 519. DOG RIVER, ALABAMA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is author-
ized to establish, in cooperation with non-
Federal interests, a pilot project to restore
natural water depths in the Dog River, Ala-
bama, between its mouth and the Interstate
Route 10 crossing, and in the downstream
portion of its principal tributaries.

(b) FORM OF ASSISTANCE.—Assistance pro-
vided under subsection (a) shall be in the
form of design and construction of water-re-
lated resource protection and development
projects affecting the Dog River, including
environmental restoration and recreational
navigation.

(c) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—The non-Federal
share of the cost of the project carried out
with assistance under this section shall be 90
percent.

(d) LANDS, EASEMENTS, AND RIGHTS-OF-
WAY.—The non-Federal sponsor provide all
lands, easements, rights of way, relocations,
and dredged material disposal areas includ-
ing retaining dikes required for the project.

(e) OPERATION MAINTENANCE.—The non-
Federal share of the cost of operation, main-
tenance, repair, replacement, or rehabilita-
tion of the project carried out with assist-
ance under this section shall be 100 percent.

(f) CREDIT TOWARD NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—
The value of the lands, easements, rights of
way, relocations, and dredged material dis-
posal areas, including retaining dikes, pro-
vided by the non-Federal sponsor shall be
credited toward the non-Federal share.
SEC. 520. ELBA, ALABAMA.

The Secretary is authorized to repair and
rehabilitate a levee in the City of Elba, Ala-
bama at a total cost of $12,900,000.
SEC. 521. GENEVA, ALABAMA.

The Secretary is authorized to repair and
rehabilitate a levee in the City of Geneva,
Alabama at a total cost of $16,600,000.
SEC. 522. NAVAJO RESERVATION, ARIZONA, NEW

MEXICO, AND UTAH.
(a) IN GENERAL.—In cooperation with other

appropriate Federal and local agencies, the
Secretary shall undertake a survey of, and
provide technical, planning, and design as-
sistance for, watershed management, res-
toration, and development on the Navajo In-
dian Reservation, Arizona, New Mexico, and
Utah.

(b) COST SHARING.—The Federal share of
the cost of activities carried out under this
section shall be 75 percent. Funds made
available under the Indian Self-Determina-
tion and Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C.
450 et seq.) may be used by the Navajo Na-
tion in meeting the non-Federal share of the
cost of such activities.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $12,000,000 for fiscal
years beginning after September 30, 1999.
SEC. 523. AUGUSTA AND DEVALLS BLUFF, ARKAN-

SAS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is author-

ized to perform operations, maintenance, and
rehabilitation on 37 miles of levees in and
around Augusta and Devalls Bluff, Arkansas.
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(b) REIMBURSEMENT.—After performing the

operations, maintenance, and rehabilitation
under subsection (a), the Secretary may seek
reimbursement from the Secretary of the In-
terior of an amount equal to the costs allo-
cated to benefits to a Federal wildlife refuge
of such operations, maintenance, and reha-
bilitation.
SEC. 524. BEAVER LAKE, ARKANSAS.

(a) WATER SUPPLY STORAGE REALLOCA-
TION.—The Secretary shall reallocate ap-
proximately 31,000 additional acre-feet at
Beaver Lake, Arkansas, to water supply
storage at no additional cost to the Beaver
Water District or the Carroll-Boone Water
District above the amount that has already
been contracted for. At no time may the bot-
tom of the conservation pool be at an ele-
vation that is less than 1,076 feet NGVD.

(b) CONTRACT PRICING.—The contract price
for additional storage for the Carroll-Boone
Water District beyond that which is provided
for in subsection (a) shall be based on the
original construction cost of Beaver Lake
and adjusted to the 1998 price level net of in-
flation between the date of initiation of con-
struction and the date of the enactment of
this Act.
SEC. 525. BEAVER LAKE TROUT PRODUCTION FA-

CILITY, ARKANSAS.
(a) EXPEDITED CONSTRUCTION.—The Sec-

retary shall construct, under the authority
of section 105 of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1976 (90 Stat. 2921) and section
1135 of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4251–4252), the Beaver
Lake trout hatchery as expeditiously as pos-
sible, but in no event later than September
30, 2002.

(b) MITIGATION PLAN.—Not later than 2
years after the date of the enactment of this
Act, the Secretary, in conjunction with the
State of Arkansas, shall prepare a plan for
the mitigation of effects of the Beaver Dam
project on Beaver Lake. Such plan shall pro-
vide for construction of the Beaver Lake
trout production facility and related facili-
ties.
SEC. 526. CHINO DAIRY PRESERVE, CALIFORNIA.

(a) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary,
in coordination with the heads of other Fed-
eral agencies, shall provide technical assist-
ance to State and local agencies in the
study, design, and implementation of meas-
ures for flood damage reduction and environ-
mental restoration and protection in the
Santa Ana River watershed, California, with
particular emphasis on structural and non-
structural measures in the vicinity of the
Chino Dairy Preserve.

(b) COMPREHENSIVE STUDY.—The Secretary
shall conduct a feasibility study to deter-
mine the most cost-effective plan for flood
damage reduction and environmental res-
toration and protection in the vicinity of the
Chino Dairy Preserve, Santa Ana River wa-
tershed, Orange County and San Bernardino
County, California.
SEC. 527. NOVATO, CALIFORNIA.

The Secretary shall carry out a project for
flood control under section 205 of the Flood
Control Act of 1948 (33 U.S.C. 701s) at Rush
Creek, Novato, California.
SEC. 528. ORANGE AND SAN DIEGO COUNTIES,

CALIFORNIA.
The Secretary, in cooperation with local

governments, may prepare special area man-
agement plans in Orange and San Diego
Counties, California, to demonstrate the ef-
fectiveness of using such plans to provide in-
formation regarding aquatic resources. The
Secretary may use such plans in making reg-
ulatory decisions and issue permits con-
sistent with such plans.
SEC. 529. SALTON SEA, CALIFORNIA.

(a) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary,
in coordination with other Federal agencies,

shall provide technical assistance to Federal,
State, and local agencies in the study, de-
sign, and implementation of measures for
the environmental restoration and protec-
tion of the Salton Sea, California.

(b) STUDY.—The Secretary, in coordination
with other Federal, State, and local agen-
cies, shall conduct a study to determine the
most effective plan for the Corps of Engi-
neers to assist in the environmental restora-
tion and protection of the Salton Sea, Cali-
fornia.
SEC. 530. SANTA CRUZ HARBOR, CALIFORNIA.

The Secretary is authorized to modify the
cooperative agreement with the Santa Cruz
Port District, California, to reflect unantici-
pated additional dredging effort and to ex-
tend such agreement for 10 years.
SEC. 531. POINT BEACH, MILFORD, CON-

NECTICUT.
(a) MAXIMUM FEDERAL EXPENDITURE.—The

maximum amount of Federal funds that may
be expended for the project for hurricane and
storm damage reduction, Point Beach, Mil-
ford, Connecticut, shall be $3,000,000.

(b) REVISION OF PROJECT COOPERATION
AGREEMENT.—The Secretary shall revise the
project cooperation agreement for the
project referred to in subsection (a) to take
into account the change in the Federal par-
ticipation in such project.

(c) COST SHARING.—Nothing in this section
shall be construed to affect any cost-sharing
requirement applicable to the project re-
ferred to in subsection (a) under section 101
of the Water Resources Development Act of
1986 (31 U.S.C. 2211).
SEC. 532. LOWER ST. JOHNS RIVER BASIN, FLOR-

IDA.
(a) COMPUTER MODEL.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may apply

the computer model developed under the St.
Johns River basin feasibility study to assist
non-Federal interests in developing strate-
gies for improving water quality in the
Lower St. Johns River basin, Florida.

(2) COST SHARING.—The non-Federal share
of the cost of assistance provided under this
subsection shall be 50 percent.

(b) TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY.—The Secretary
is authorized to provide 1-foot contour topo-
graphic survey maps of the Lower St. Johns
River basin, Florida, to non-Federal inter-
ests for analyzing environmental data and
establishing benchmarks for subbasins.
SEC. 533. SHORELINE PROTECTION AND ENVI-

RONMENTAL RESTORATION, LAKE
ALLATOONA, GEORGIA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in co-
operation with the Administrator of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency, is author-
ized to carry out the following water-related
environmental restoration and resource pro-
tection activities to restore Lake Allatoona
and the Etowah River in Georgia:

(1) LAKE ALLATOONA/ETOWAH RIVER SHORE-
LINE RESTORATION DESIGN.—Develop pre-con-
struction design measures to alleviate shore-
line erosion and sedimentation problems.

(2) LITTLE RIVER ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORA-
TION.—Conduct a feasibility study to evalu-
ate environmental problems and recommend
environmental infrastructure restoration
measures for the Little River within Lake
Allatoona, Georgia.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated for
fiscal years beginning after September 30,
1999—

(1) $850,000 to carry out subsection (a)(1);
and

(2) $250,000 to carry out subsection (a)(2).
SEC. 534. MAYO’S BAR LOCK AND DAM, COOSA

RIVER, ROME, GEORGIA.
The Secretary is authorized to provide

technical assistance, including planning, en-
gineering, and design assistance, for the re-

construction of the Mayo’s Bar Lock and
Dam, Coosa River, Rome, Georgia. The non-
Federal share of assistance under this sec-
tion shall be 50 percent.
SEC. 535. COMPREHENSIVE FLOOD IMPACT RE-

SPONSE MODELING SYSTEM,
CORALVILLE RESERVOIR AND IOWA
RIVER WATERSHED, IOWA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in co-
operation with the University of Iowa, shall
conduct a study and develop a Comprehen-
sive Flood Impact Response Modeling Sys-
tem for Coralville Reservoir and the Iowa
River watershed, Iowa.

(b) CONTENTS OF STUDY.—The study shall
include—

(1) an evaluation of the combined hydro-
logic, geomorphic, environmental, economic,
social, and recreational impacts of operating
strategies within the Iowa River watershed;

(2) development of an integrated, dynamic
flood impact model; and

(3) development of a rapid response system
to be used during flood and other emergency
situations.

(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 5
years after the date of the enactment of this
Act, the Secretary shall transmit to Con-
gress a report containing the results of the
study and modeling system together with
such recommendations as the Secretary de-
termines to be appropriate.

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $900,000 for each of fis-
cal years 2000 through 2004.
SEC. 536. ADDITIONAL CONSTRUCTION ASSIST-

ANCE IN ILLINOIS.
The Secretary may carry out the project

for Georgetown, Illinois, and the project for
Olney, Illinois, referred to in House Report
Number 104–741, accompanying Public Law
104–182.
SEC. 537. KANOPOLIS LAKE, KANSAS.

(a) WATER STORAGE.—The Secretary shall
offer to the State of Kansas the right to pur-
chase water storage in Kanopolis Lake, Kan-
sas, at a price calculated in accordance with
and in a manner consistent with the terms of
the memorandum of understanding entitled
‘‘Memorandum of Understanding Between
the State of Kansas and the U.S. Department
of the Army Concerning the Purchase of Mu-
nicipal and Industrial Water Supply Stor-
age’’, dated December 11, 1985.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—For the purposes of
this section, the effective date of that memo-
randum of understanding shall be deemed to
be the date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 538. SOUTHERN AND EASTERN KENTUCKY.

Section 531(h) of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3774) is
amended by striking ‘‘$10,000,000’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘$25,000,000’’.
SEC. 539. SOUTHEAST LOUISIANA.

Section 533(c) of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3775) is
amended by striking ‘‘$100,000,000’’ and in-
serting ‘‘$200,000,000’’.
SEC. 540. SNUG HARBOR, MARYLAND.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in coordi-
nation with the Director of the Federal
Emergency Management Agency, is
authorized—

(1) to provide technical assistance to the
residents of Snug Harbor, in the vicinity of
Berlin, Maryland, for purposes of flood dam-
age reduction;

(2) to conduct a study of a project for non-
structural measures for flood damage reduc-
tion in the vicinity of Snug Harbor, Mary-
land, taking into account the relationship of
both the Ocean City Inlet and Assateague Is-
land to the flooding; and

(3) after completion of the study, to carry
out the project under the authority of sec-
tion 205 of the Flood Control Act of 1948 (33
U.S.C. 701s).
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(b) FEMA ASSISTANCE.—The Director, in

coordination with the Secretary and under
the authorities of the Robert T. Stafford Dis-
aster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act
(42 U.S.C. 5121 note), may provide technical
assistance and nonstructural measures for
flood damage mitigation in the vicinity of
Snug Harbor, Maryland.

(c) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of
the cost of assistance under this section
shall not exceed $3,000,000. The non-Federal
share of such cost shall be determined in ac-
cordance with the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1986 or the Robert T. Stafford
Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance
Act, as appropriate.
SEC. 541. WELCH POINT, ELK RIVER, CECIL

COUNTY, AND CHESAPEAKE CITY,
MARYLAND.

(a) SPILLAGE OF DREDGED MATERIALS.—The
Secretary shall carry out a study to deter-
mine if the spillage of dredged materials
that were removed as part of the project for
navigation, Inland Waterway from Delaware
River to Chesapeake Bay, Delaware and
Maryland, authorized by the first section of
the Act of August 30, 1935 (49 Stat. 1030), is a
significant impediment to vessels transiting
the Elk River near Welch Point, Maryland. If
the Secretary determines that the spillage is
an impediment to navigation, the Secretary
may conduct such dredging as may be re-
quired to permit navigation on the river.

(b) DAMAGE TO WATER SUPPLY.—The Sec-
retary shall carry out a study to determine
if additional compensation is required to
fully compensate the City of Chesapeake,
Maryland, for damage to the city’s water
supply resulting from dredging of the Chesa-
peake and Delaware Canal project. If the
Secretary determines that such additional
compensation is required, the Secretary may
provide the compensation to the City of
Chesapeake.
SEC. 542. WEST VIEW SHORES, CECIL COUNTY,

MARYLAND.
Not later than 1 year after the date of the

enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall
carry out an investigation of the contamina-
tion of the well system in West View Shores,
Cecil County, Maryland. If the Secretary de-
termines that the disposal site from any
Federal navigation project has contributed
to the contamination of the wells, the Sec-
retary may provide alternative water sup-
plies, including replacement of wells, at full
Federal expense.
SEC. 543. RESTORATION PROJECTS FOR MARY-

LAND, PENNSYLVANIA, AND WEST
VIRGINIA.

Section 539 of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3776–3777) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(1) by striking ‘‘tech-
nical’’;

(2) in subsection (a)(1) by inserting ‘‘(or in
the case of projects located on lands owned
by the United States, to Federal interests)’’
after ‘‘interests’’;

(3) in subsection (a)(3) by inserting ‘‘or in
conjunction’’ after ‘‘consultation’’; and

(4) by inserting at the end of subsection (d)
the following: ‘‘Funds authorized to be ap-
propriated to carry out section 340 of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1992
(106 Stat. 4856) are authorized for projects
undertaken under subsection (a)(1)(B).’’.
SEC. 544. CAPE COD CANAL RAILROAD BRIDGE,

BUZZARDS BAY, MASSACHUSETTS.
(a) ALTERNATIVE TRANSPORTATION.—The

Secretary is authorized to provide up to
$300,000 for alternative transportation that
may arise as a result of the operation, main-
tenance, repair, and rehabilitation of the
Cape Cod Canal Railroad Bridge.

(b) OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE CONTRACT
RENEGOTIATION.—Not later than 60 days after

the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall enter into negotiation with
the owner of the railroad right-of-way for
the Cape Cod Canal Railroad Bridge for the
purpose of establishing the rights and
responsibities for the operation and mainte-
nance of the Bridge. The Secretary is author-
ized to include in any new contract the ter-
mination of the prior contract numbered
ER–W175–ENG–1.
SEC. 545. ST. LOUIS, MISSOURI.

(a) DEMONSTRATION PROJECT.—The Sec-
retary, in consultation with local officials,
shall conduct a demonstration project to im-
prove water quality in the vicinity of St.
Louis, Missouri.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated
$1,700,000 to carry out this section.
SEC. 546. BEAVER BRANCH OF BIG TIMBER

CREEK, NEW JERSEY.
Upon request of the State of New Jersey or

a political subdivision thereof, the Secretary
may compile and disseminate information on
floods and flood damages, including identi-
fication of areas subject to inundation by
floods, and provide technical assistance re-
garding floodplain management for Beaver
Branch of Big Timber Creek, New Jersey.
SEC. 547. LAKE ONTARIO AND ST. LAWRENCE

RIVER WATER LEVELS, NEW YORK.
Upon request, the Secretary shall provide

technical assistance to the International
Joint Commission and the St. Lawrence
River Board of Control in undertaking stud-
ies on the effects of fluctuating water levels
on the natural environment, recreational
boating, property flooding, and erosion along
the shorelines of Lake Ontario and the St.
Lawrence River in New York. The Commis-
sion and Board are encouraged to conduct
such studies in a comprehensive and thor-
ough manner before implementing any
change to water regulation Plan 1958–D.
SEC. 548. NEW YORK-NEW JERSEY HARBOR, NEW

YORK AND NEW JERSEY.
The Secretary may enter into cooperative

agreements with non-Federal interests to in-
vestigate, develop, and support measures for
sediment management and reduction of con-
taminant sources which affect navigation in
the Port of New York-New Jersey and the en-
vironmental conditions of the New York-New
Jersey Harbor estuary. Such investigation
shall include an analysis of the economic and
environmental benefits and costs of poten-
tial sediment management and contaminant
reduction measures.
SEC. 549. SEA GATE REACH, CONEY ISLAND, NEW

YORK, NEW YORK.
The Secretary is authorized to construct a

project for shoreline protection which in-
cludes a beachfill with revetment and T-
groin for the Sea Gate Reach on Coney Is-
land, New York, as identified in the March
1998 report prepared for the Corps of Engi-
neers, New York District, entitled ‘‘Field
Data Gathering, Project Performance Anal-
ysis and Design Alternative Solutions to Im-
prove Sandfill Retention’’, at a total cost of
$9,000,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$5,850,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost
of $3,150,000.
SEC. 550. WOODLAWN, NEW YORK.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro-
vide planning, design, and other technical as-
sistance to non-Federal interests for identi-
fying and mitigating sources of contamina-
tion at Woodlawn Beach in Woodlawn, New
York.

(b) COST SHARING.—The non-Federal share
of the cost of assistance provided under this
section shall be 50 percent.
SEC. 551. FLOODPLAIN MAPPING, NEW YORK.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro-
vide assistance for a project to develop maps

identifying 100- and 500-year flood inundation
areas in the State of New York.

(b) REQUIREMENTS.—Maps developed under
the project shall include hydrologic and hy-
draulic information and shall accurately
show the flood inundation of each property
by flood risk in the floodplain. The maps
shall be produced in a high resolution format
and shall be made available to all flood
prone areas in the State of New York in an
electronic format.

(c) PARTICIPATION OF FEMA.—The Sec-
retary and the non-Federal sponsor of the
project shall work with the Director of the
Federal Emergency Management Agency to
ensure the validity of the maps developed
under the project for flood insurance pur-
poses.

(d) FORMS OF ASSISTANCE.—In carrying out
the project, the Secretary may enter into
contracts or cooperative agreements with
the non-Federal sponsor or provide reim-
bursements of project costs.

(e) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of
the cost of the project shall be 75 percent.

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $12,000,000 for fiscal
years beginning after September 30, 1998.
SEC. 552. WHITE OAK RIVER, NORTH CAROLINA.

The Secretary shall conduct a study to de-
termine if water quality deterioration and
sedimentation of the White Oak River, North
Carolina, are the result of the Atlantic In-
tracoastal Waterway navigation project. If
the Secretary determines that the water
quality deterioration and sedimentation are
the result of the project, the Secretary shall
take appropriate measures to mitigate the
deterioration and sedimentation.
SEC. 553. TOUSSAINT RIVER, CARROLL TOWN-

SHIP, OTTAWA COUNTY, OHIO.
The Secretary is authorized to provide

technical assistance for the removal of mili-
tary ordnance from the Toussaint River,
Carroll Township, Ottawa County, Ohio.
SEC. 554. SARDIS RESERVOIR, OKLAHOMA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall ac-
cept from the State of Oklahoma or an agent
of the State an amount, as determined under
subsection (b), as prepayment of 100 percent
of the water supply cost obligation of the
State under Contract No. DACW56–74–JC–0314
for water supply storage at Sardis Reservoir,
Oklahoma.

(b) DETERMINATION OF AMOUNT.—The
amount to be paid by the State of Oklahoma
under subsection (a) shall be subject to ad-
justment in accordance with accepted dis-
count purchase methods for Federal Govern-
ment properties as determined by an inde-
pendent accounting firm designated by the
Director of the Office of Management and
Budget. The cost of such determination shall
be paid for by the State of Oklahoma or an
agent of the State.

(c) EFFECT.—Nothing in this section affects
any of the rights or obligations of the parties
to the contract referred to in subsection (a).
SEC. 555. WAURIKA LAKE, OKLAHOMA, WATER

CONVEYANCE FACILITIES.
For the project for construction of the

water conveyances authorized by the first
section of Public Law 88–253 (77 Stat. 841),
the requirement for the Waurika Project
Master Conservancy District to repay the
$2,900,000 in costs (including interest) result-
ing from the October 1991 settlement of the
claim before the United States Claims Court,
and the payment of $1,190,451 of the final cost
representing the difference between the 1978
estimate of cost and the actual cost deter-
mined after completion of such project in
1991, are waived.
SEC. 556. SKINNER BUTTE PARK, EUGENE, OR-

EGON.
(a) STUDY.—The Secretary shall conduct a

study of the south bank of the Willamette
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River, in the area of Skinner Butte Park
from Ferry Street Bridge to the Valley River
footbridge, to determine the feasibility of
carrying out a project to stabilize the river
bank, and to restore and enhance riverine
habitat, using a combination of structural
and bioengineering techniques.

(b) CONSTRUCTION.—If, upon completion of
the study, the Secretary determines that the
project is feasible, the Secretary shall par-
ticipate with non-Federal interests in the
construction of the project.

(c) COST SHARE.—The non-Federal share of
the cost of the project shall be 35 percent.

(d) LANDS, EASEMENTS, AND RIGHTS-OF-
WAY.—The non-Federal interest shall pro-
vide lands, easements, rights-of-way, reloca-
tions, and dredged material disposal areas
necessary for construction of the project.
The value of such items shall be credited to-
ward the non-Federal share of the cost of the
project.

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $1,000,000 for fiscal
years beginning after September 30, 1999.
SEC. 557. WILLAMETTE RIVER BASIN, OREGON.

The Secretary, Director of the Federal
Emergency Management Agency, Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection
Agency, and heads of other appropriate Fed-
eral agencies shall, using existing authori-
ties, assist the State of Oregon in developing
and implementing a comprehensive basin-
wide strategy in the Willamette River basin
of Oregon for coordinated and integrated
management of land and water resources to
improve water quality, reduce flood hazards,
ensure sustainable economic activity, and
restore habitat for native fish and wildlife.
The heads of such Federal agencies may pro-
vide technical assistance, staff and financial
support for development of the basin-wide
management strategy. The heads of Federal
agencies shall seek to exercise flexibility in
administrative actions and allocation of
funding to reduce barriers to efficient and ef-
fective implementing of the strategy.
SEC. 558. BRADFORD AND SULLIVAN COUNTIES,

PENNSYLVANIA.
The Secretary is authorized to provide as-

sistance for water-related environmental in-
frastructure and resource protection and de-
velopment projects in Bradford and Sullivan
Counties, Pennsylvania, using the funds and
authorities provided in title I of the Energy
and Water Development Appropriations Act,
1999 (Public Law 105–245) under the heading
‘‘CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL’’ (112 Stat. 1840) for
similar projects in Lackawanna, Lycoming,
Susquehanna, Wyoming, Pike, and Monroe
Counties, Pennsylvania.
SEC. 559. ERIE HARBOR, PENNSYLVANIA.

The Secretary may reimburse the appro-
priate non-Federal interest not more than
$78,366 for architect and engineering costs in-
curred in connection with the Erie Harbor
basin navigation project, Pennsylvania.
SEC. 560. POINT MARION LOCK AND DAM, PENN-

SYLVANIA.
The project for navigation, Point Marion

Lock and Dam, Borough of Point Marion,
Pennsylvania, as authorized by section 301(a)
of the Water Resources Development Act of
1986 (100 Stat. 4110), is modified to direct the
Secretary, in the operation and maintenance
of the project, to mitigate damages to the
shoreline, at a total cost of $2,000,000. The
cost of the mitigation shall be allocated as
an operation and maintenance cost of a Fed-
eral navigation project.
SEC. 561. SEVEN POINTS’ HARBOR, PENNSYL-

VANIA.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is author-

ized, at full Federal expense, to construct a
breakwater-dock combination at the en-
trance to Seven Points’ Harbor, Pennsyl-
vania.

(b) OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS.—
All operation and maintenance costs associ-
ated with the facility constructed under this
section shall be the responsibility of the les-
see of the marina complex at Seven Points’
Harbor.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated
$850,000 to carry out this section.
SEC. 562. SOUTHEASTERN PENNSYLVANIA.

Section 566(b) of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3786) is
amended by inserting ‘‘environmental res-
toration,’’ after ‘‘water supply and related
facilities,’’.
SEC. 563. UPPER SUSQUEHANNA-LACKAWANNA

WATERSHED RESTORATION INITIA-
TIVE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in co-
operation with appropriate Federal, State,
and local agencies and nongovernmental in-
stitutions, is authorized to prepare a water-
shed plan for the Upper Susquehanna-Lacka-
wanna Watershed (USGS Cataloguing Unit
02050107). The plan shall utilize geographic
information system and shall include a com-
prehensive environmental assessment of the
watershed’s ecosystem, a comprehensive
flood plain management plan, a flood plain
protection plan, water resource and environ-
mental restoration projects, water quality
improvement, and other appropriate infra-
structure and measures.

(b) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—The non-Federal
share of the cost of preparation of the plan
under this section shall be 50 percent. Serv-
ices and materials instead of cash may be
credited toward the non-Federal share of the
cost of the plan.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $5,000,000 for fiscal
years beginning after September 30, 1999.
SEC. 564. AGUADILLA HARBOR, PUERTO RICO.

The Secretary shall conduct a study to de-
termine if erosion and additional storm dam-
age risks that exist in the vicinity of Agua-
dilla Harbor, Puerto Rico, are the result of a
Federal navigation project. If the Secretary
determines that such erosion and additional
storm damage risks are the result of the
project, the Secretary shall take appropriate
measures to mitigate the erosion and storm
damage.
SEC. 565. OAHE DAM TO LAKE SHARPE, SOUTH

DAKOTA, STUDY.
Section 441 of the Water Resources Devel-

opment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3747) is
amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(a) INVESTIGATION.—’’ be-
fore ‘‘The Secretary’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(b) REPORT.—Not later than September 30,

1999, the Secretary shall transmit to Con-
gress a report on the results of the investiga-
tion under this section. The report shall in-
clude the examination of financing options
for regular maintenance and preservation of
the lake. The report shall be prepared in co-
ordination and cooperation with the Natural
Resources Conservation Service, other Fed-
eral agencies, and State and local officials.’’.
SEC. 566. INTEGRATED WATER MANAGEMENT

PLANNING, TEXAS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in co-

operation with other Federal agencies and
the State of Texas, shall provide technical,
planning, and design assistance to non-Fed-
eral interests in developing integrated water
management plans and projects that will
serve the cities, counties, water agencies,
and participating planning regions under the
jurisdiction of the State of Texas.

(b) PURPOSES OF ASSISTANCE.—Assistance
provided under subsection (a) shall be in sup-
port of non-Federal planning and projects for
the following purposes:

(1) Plan and develop integrated, near- and
long-term water management plans that ad-
dress the planning region’s water supply,
water conservation, and water quality needs.

(2) Study and develop strategies and plans
that restore, preserve, and protect the
State’s and planning region’s natural eco-
systems.

(3) Facilitate public communication and
participation.

(4) Integrate such activities with other on-
going Federal and State projects and activi-
ties associated with the State of Texas water
plan and the State of Texas legislation.

(c) COST SHARING.—The non-Federal share
of the cost of assistance provided under sub-
section (a) shall be 50 percent, of which up to
1⁄2 of the non-Federal share may be provided
as in kind services.

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section, $10,000,000 for the fis-
cal years beginning after September 30, 1999.
SEC. 567. BOLIVAR PENINSULA, JEFFERSON,

CHAMBERS, AND GALVESTON COUN-
TIES, TEXAS.

(a) SHORE PROTECTION PROJECT.—The Sec-
retary is authorized to design and construct
a shore protection project between the south
jetty of the Sabine Pass Channel and the
north jetty of the Galveston Harbor En-
trance Channel in Jefferson, Chambers, and
Galveston Counties, Texas, including bene-
ficial use of dredged material from Federal
navigation projects.

(b) APPLICABILITY OF BENEFIT-COST RATIO
WAIVER AUTHORITY.—In evaluating and im-
plementing the project, the Secretary shall
allow the non-Federal interest to participate
in the financing of the project in accordance
with section 903(c) of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4184), not-
withstanding any limitation on the purpose
of projects to which such section applies, to
the extent that the Secretary’s evaluation
indicates that applying such section is nec-
essary to implement the project.
SEC. 568. GALVESTON BEACH, GALVESTON COUN-

TY, TEXAS.
The Secretary is authorized to design and

construct a shore protection project between
the Galveston South Jetty and San Luis
Pass, Galveston County, Texas, using inno-
vative nourishment techniques, including
beneficial use of dredged material from Fed-
eral navigation projects.
SEC. 569. PACKERY CHANNEL, CORPUS CHRISTI,

TEXAS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-

struct a navigation and storm protection
project at Packery Channel, Mustang Island,
Texas, consisting of construction of a chan-
nel and a channel jetty and placement of
sand along the length of the seawall.

(b) ECOLOGICAL AND RECREATIONAL BENE-
FITS.—In evaluating the project, the Sec-
retary shall include the ecological and rec-
reational benefits of reopening the Packery
Channel.

(c) APPLICABILITY OF BENEFIT-COST RATIO
WAIVER AUTHORITY.—In evaluating and im-
plementing the project, the Secretary shall
allow the non-Federal interest to participate
in the financing of the project in accordance
with section 903(c) of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4184), not-
withstanding any limitation on the purpose
of projects to which such section applies, to
the extent that the Secretary’s evaluation
indicates that applying such section is nec-
essary to implement the project.
SEC. 570. NORTHERN WEST VIRGINIA.

The projects described in the following re-
ports are authorized to be carried out by the
Secretary substantially in accordance with
the plans, and subject to the conditions, rec-
ommended in such reports:
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(1) PARKERSBURG, WEST VIRGINIA.—Report

of the Corps of Engineers entitled ‘‘Parkers-
burg/Vienna Riverfront Park Feasibility
Study’’, dated June 1998, at a total cost of
$8,400,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$4,200,000, and an estimated non-Federal cost
of $4,200,000.

(2) WEIRTON, WEST VIRGINIA.—Report of the
Corps of Engineers entitled ‘‘Feasibility
Master Plan for Weirton Port and Industrial
Center, West Virginia Public Port Author-
ity’’, dated December 1997, at a total cost of
$18,000,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$9,000,000, and an estimated non-Federal cost
of $9,000,000.

(3) ERICKSON/WOOD COUNTY, WEST VIR-
GINIA.—Report of the Corps of Engineers en-
titled ‘‘Feasibility Master Plan for Erickson/
Wood County Port District, West Virginia
Public Port Authority’’, dated July 7, 1997,
at a total cost of $28,000,000, with an esti-
mated Federal cost of $14,000,000, and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $14,000,000.

(4) MONONGAHELA RIVER, WEST VIRGINIA.—
Monongahela River, West Virginia, Com-
prehensive Study Reconnaissance Report,
dated September 1995, consisting of the fol-
lowing elements:

(A) Morgantown Riverfront Park, Morgan-
town, West Virginia, at a total cost of
$1,600,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$800,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost of
$800,000.

(B) Caperton Rail to Trail, Monongahela
County, West Virginia, at a total cost of
$4,425,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$2,212,500 and an estimated non-Federal cost
of $2,212,500.

(C) Palatine Park, Fairmont, West Vir-
ginia, at a total cost of $1,750,000, with an es-
timated Federal cost of $875,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $875,000.
SEC. 571. URBANIZED PEAK FLOOD MANAGE-

MENT RESEARCH.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall de-

velop and implement a research program to
evaluate opportunities to manage peak flood
flows in urbanized watersheds located in the
State of New Jersey.

(b) SCOPE OF RESEARCH.—The research pro-
gram authorized by subsection (a) shall be
accomplished through the New York Dis-
trict. The research shall specifically include
the following:

(1) Identification of key factors in urban-
ized watersheds that are under development
and impact peak flows in the watersheds and
downsteam of the watersheds.

(2) Development of peak flow management
models for 4 to 6 watersheds in urbanized
areas located with widely differing geology,
areas, shapes, and soil types that can be used
to determine optimal flow reduction factors
for individual watersheds.

(3) Utilization of such management models
to determine relationships between flow and
reduction factors and change in impervious-
ness, soil types, shape of the drainage basin,
and other pertinent parameters from exist-
ing to ultimate conditions in watersheds
under consideration for development.

(4) Development and validation of an inex-
pensive accurate model to establish flood re-
duction factors based on runoff curve num-
bers, change in imperviousness, the shape of
the basin, and other pertinent factors.

(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Secretary
shall evaluate policy changes in the planning
process for flood control projects based on
the results of the research authorized by this
section and transmit to Congress a report
not later than 3 years after the date of the
enactment of this Act.

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carryout this section $3,000,000 for fiscal
years beginning after September 30, 1999.

(e) FLOW REDUCTION FACTORS DEFINED.—In
this section, the term ‘‘flow reduction fac-
tors’’ means the ratio of estimated allowable
peak flows of stormwater after projected de-
velopment when compared to pre-existing
conditions.
SEC. 572. MISSISSIPPI RIVER COMMISSION.

Section 8 of the Flood Control Act of May
15, 1928 (Public Law 391, 70th Congress), is
amended by striking ‘‘$7,500’’ and inserting
‘‘$21,500’’.
SEC. 573. COASTAL AQUATIC HABITAT MANAGE-

MENT.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may co-

operate with the Secretaries of Agriculture
and the Interior, the Administrators of the
Environmental Protection Agency and the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminis-
tration, other appropriate Federal, State,
and local agencies, and affected private enti-
ties, in the development of a management
strategy to address problems associated with
toxic microorganisms and the resulting deg-
radation of ecosystems in the tidal and
nontidal wetlands and waters of the United
States for the States along the Atlantic
Ocean. As part of such management strat-
egy, the Secretary may provide planning, de-
sign, and other technical assistance to each
participating State in the development and
implementation of nonregulatory measures
to mitigate environmental problems and re-
store aquatic resources.

(b) COST SHARING.—The Federal share of
the cost of measures undertaken under this
section shall not exceed 65 percent.

(c) OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE.—The
non-Federal share of operation and mainte-
nance costs for projects constructed with as-
sistance provided under this section shall be
100 percent.

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATION.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $7,000,000 for fiscal
years beginning after September 30, 1999.
SEC. 574. WEST BATON ROUGE PARISH, LOU-

ISIANA.
The Secretary shall expedite completion of

the report for the West Baton Rouge Parish,
Louisiana, project for waterfront and
riverine preservation, restoration, and en-
hancement modifications along the Mis-
sissippi River.
SEC. 575. ABANDONED AND INACTIVE NONCOAL

MINE RESTORATION.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is author-

ized to provide technical, planning, and de-
sign assistance to Federal and non-Federal
interests for carrying out projects to address
water quality problems caused by drainage
and related activities from abandoned and
inactive noncoal mines.

(b) SPECIFIC MEASURES.—Assistance pro-
vided under subsection (a) may be in support
of projects for the following purposes:

(1) Management of drainage from aban-
doned and inactive noncoal mines.

(2) Restoration and protection of streams,
rivers, wetlands, other waterbodies, and ri-
parian areas degraded by drainage from
abandoned and inactive noncoal mines.

(3) Demonstration of management prac-
tices and innovative and alternative treat-
ment technologies to minimize or eliminate
adverse environmental effects associated
with drainage from abandoned and inactive
noncoal mines.

(c) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—The non-Federal
share of the cost of assistance under sub-
section (a) shall be 50 percent; except that
the Federal share with respect to projects lo-
cated on lands owned by the United States
shall be 100 percent.

(d) EFFECT ON AUTHORITY OF THE SEC-
RETARY OF THE INTERIOR.—Nothing in this
section shall be construed as affecting the
authority of the Secretary of the Interior

under title IV of the Surface Mining Control
and Reclamation Act of 1977 (30 U.S.C. 1231 et
seq.).

(e) TECHNOLOGY DATABASE FOR RECLAMA-
TION OF ABANDONED MINES.—The Secretary is
authorized to provide assistance to non-Fed-
eral and non-profit entities to develop, man-
age, and maintain a database of conventional
and innovative, cost-effective technologies
for reclamation of abandoned and inactive
noncoal mine sites. Such assistance shall be
provided through the rehabilitation of aban-
doned mine sites program, managed by the
Sacramento District Office of the Corps of
Engineers.

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $5,000,000.
SEC. 576. BENEFICIAL USE OF WASTE TIRE RUB-

BER.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is author-

ized to conduct pilot projects to encourage
the beneficial use of waste tire rubber, in-
cluding crumb rubber, recycled from tires.
Such beneficial use may include marine pil-
ings, underwater framing, floating docks
with built-in flotation, utility poles, and
other uses associated with transportation
and infrastructure projects receiving Federal
funds. The Secretary shall, when appro-
priate, encourage the use of waste tire rub-
ber, including crumb rubber, in such feder-
ally funded projects.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $5,000,000 for fiscal
years beginning after September 30, 1998.
SEC. 577. SITE DESIGNATION.

Section 102(c)(4) of the Marine Protection,
Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972 (33
U.S.C. 1412(c)(4)) is amended by striking
‘‘January 1, 2000’’ and inserting ‘‘January 1,
2005’’.
SEC. 578. LAND CONVEYANCES.

(a) EXCHANGE OF LAND IN PIKE COUNTY,
MISSOURI.—

(1) EXCHANGE OF LAND.—Subject to para-
graphs (3) and (4), at such time as Holnam
Inc. conveys all right, title, and interest in
and to the land described in paragraph (2)(A)
to the United States, the Secretary shall
convey all right, title, and interest in the
land described in paragraph (2)(B) to Holnam
Inc.

(2) DESCRIPTION OF LANDS.—The lands re-
ferred to in paragraph (1) are the following:

(A) NON-FEDERAL LAND.—152.45 acres with
existing flowage easements situated in Pike
County, Missouri, described a portion of Gov-
ernment Tract Number FM–9 and all of Gov-
ernment Tract Numbers FM–11, FM–10, FM–
12, FM–13, and FM–16, owned and adminis-
tered by the Holnam Inc.

(B) FEDERAL LAND.—152.61 acres situated in
Pike County, Missouri, known as Govern-
ment Tract Numbers FM–17 and a portion of
FM–18, administered by the Corps of Engi-
neers.

(3) CONDITIONS OF EXCHANGE.—The ex-
change of land authorized by paragraph (1)
shall be subject to the following conditions:

(A) DEEDS.—
(i) FEDERAL LAND.—The instrument of con-

veyance used to convey the land described in
paragraph (2)(B) to Holnam Inc. shall con-
tain such reservations, terms, and conditions
as the Secretary considers necessary to
allow the United States to operate and main-
tain the Mississippi River 9-Foot Navigation
Project.

(ii) NON-FEDERAL LAND.—The conveyance of
the land described in paragraph (2)(A) to the
Secretary shall be by a warranty deed ac-
ceptable to the Secretary.

(B) REMOVAL OF IMPROVEMENTS.—Holnam
Inc. may remove any improvements on the
land described in paragraph (2)(A). The Sec-
retary may require Holnam Inc. to remove
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any improvements on the land described in
paragraph (2)(A). In either case, Holnam Inc.
shall hold the United States harmless from
liability, and the United States shall not
incur cost associated with the removal or re-
location of any such improvements.

(C) TIME LIMIT FOR EXCHANGE.—The land
exchange authorized by paragraph (1) shall
be completed not later than 2 years after the
date of the enactment of this Act.

(D) LEGAL DESCRIPTION.—The Secretary
shall provide the legal description of the
land described in paragraph (2). The legal de-
scription shall be used in the instruments of
conveyance of the land.

(E) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—The Secretary
shall require Holnam Inc. to pay reasonable
administrative costs associated with the ex-
change.

(4) VALUE OF PROPERTIES.—If the appraised
fair market value, as determined by the Sec-
retary, of the land conveyed to Holnam Inc.
by the Secretary under paragraph (1) exceeds
the appraised fair market value, as deter-
mined by the Secretary, of the land conveyed
to the United States by Holnam Inc. under
paragraph (1), Holnam Inc. shall make a pay-
ment equal to the excess in cash or a cash
equivalent to the United States.

(b) CANDY LAKE PROJECT, OSAGE COUNTY,
OKLAHOMA.—

(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection, the
following definitions apply:

(A) FAIR MARKET VALUE.—The term ‘‘fair
market value’’ means the amount for which
a willing buyer would purchase and a willing
seller would sell a parcel of land, as deter-
mined by a qualified, independent land ap-
praiser.

(B) PREVIOUS OWNER OF LAND.—The term
‘‘previous owner of land’’ means a person (in-
cluding a corporation) that conveyed, or a
descendant of a deceased individual who con-
veyed, land to the Corps of Engineers for use
in the Candy Lake project in Osage County,
Oklahoma.

(2) LAND CONVEYANCES.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-

vey, in accordance with this subsection, all
right, title, and interest of the United States
in and to the land acquired by the United
States for the Candy Lake project in Osage
County, Oklahoma.

(B) PREVIOUS OWNERS OF LAND.—
(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall give a

previous owner of land the first option to
purchase the land described in subparagraph
(A).

(ii) APPLICATION.—
(I) IN GENERAL.—A previous owner of land

that desires to purchase the land described
in subparagraph (A) that was owned by the
previous owner of land, or by the individual
from whom the previous owner of land is de-
scended, shall file an application to purchase
the land with the Secretary not later than
180 days after the official date of notice to
the previous owner of land under paragraph
(3).

(II) FIRST TO FILE HAS FIRST OPTION.—If
more than 1 application is filed to purchase
a parcel of land described in subparagraph
(A), the first option to purchase the parcel of
land shall be determined in the order in
which applications for the parcel of land
were filed.

(iii) IDENTIFICATION OF PREVIOUS OWNERS OF
LAND.—As soon as practicable after the date
of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary
shall, to the extent practicable, identify
each previous owner of land.

(iv) CONSIDERATION.—Consideration for
land conveyed under this paragraph shall be
the fair market value of the land.

(C) DISPOSAL.—Any land described in sub-
paragraph (A) for which an application to
purchase the land has not been filed under
subparagraph (B)(ii) within the applicable

time period shall be disposed of in accord-
ance with law.

(D) EXTINGUISHMENT OF EASEMENTS.—All
flowage easements acquired by the United
States for use in the Candy Lake project in
Osage County, Oklahoma, are extinguished.

(3) NOTICE.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall

notify—
(i) each person identified as a previous

owner of land under paragraph (2)(B)(iii), not
later than 90 days after identification, by
United States mail; and

(ii) the general public, not later than 90
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act, by publication in the Federal Register.

(B) CONTENTS OF NOTICE.—Notice under this
paragraph shall include—

(i) a copy of this subsection;
(ii) information sufficient to separately

identify each parcel of land subject to this
subsection; and

(iii) specification of the fair market value
of each parcel of land subject to this sub-
section.

(C) OFFICIAL DATE OF NOTICE.—The official
date of notice under this paragraph shall be
the later of—

(i) the date on which actual notice is
mailed; or

(ii) the date of publication of the notice in
the Federal Register.

(c) LAKE HUGO, OKLAHOMA, AREA LAND
CONVEYANCE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—As soon as practicable
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Secretary shall convey at fair market
value to Choctaw County Industrial Author-
ity, Oklahoma, the property described in
paragraph (2).

(2) DESCRIPTION.—The property to be con-
veyed under paragraph (1) is—

(A) that portion of land at Lake Hugo,
Oklahoma, above elevation 445.2 located in
the N1⁄2 of the NW1⁄4 of Section 24, R 18 E, T
6 S, and the S1⁄2 of the SW1⁄4 of Section 13, R
18 E, T 6 S bounded to the south by a line 50
north on the centerline of Road B of Sawyer
Bluff Public Use Area and to the north by
the 1⁄2 quarter section line forming the south
boundary of Wilson Point Public Use Area;
and

(B) a parcel of property at Lake Hugo,
Oklahoma, commencing at the NE corner of
the SE1⁄4 SW1⁄4 of Section 13, R 18 E, T 6 S, 100
feet north, then east approximately 1⁄2 mile
to the county line road between Section 13,
R 18 E, T 6 S, and Section 18, R 19 E, T 6 S.

(3) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The convey-
ances under this subsection shall be subject
to such terms and conditions, including pay-
ment of reasonable administrative costs and
compliance with applicable Federal flood-
plain management and flood insurance pro-
grams, as the Secretary considers necessary
and appropriate to protect the interests of
the United States.

(d) CONVEYANCE OF PROPERTY IN MARSHALL
COUNTY, OKLAHOMA.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-
vey to the State of Oklahoma all right, title,
and interest of the United States to real
property located in Marshall County, Okla-
homa, and included in the Lake Texoma
(Denison Dam), Oklahoma and Texas, project
consisting of approximately 1,580 acres and
leased to the State of Oklahoma for public
park and recreation purposes.

(2) CONSIDERATION.—Consideration for the
conveyance under paragraph (1) shall be the
fair market value of the real property, as de-
termined by the Secretary. All costs associ-
ated with the conveyance under paragraph
(1) shall be paid by the State of Oklahoma.

(3) DESCRIPTION.—The exact acreage and
legal description of the real property to be
conveyed under paragraph (1) shall be deter-
mined by a survey satisfactory to the Sec-

retary. The cost of the survey shall be paid
by the State of Oklahoma.

(4) ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE.—Before
making the conveyance under paragraph (1),
the Secretary shall—

(A) conduct an environmental baseline sur-
vey to determine if there are levels of con-
tamination for which the United States
would be responsible under the Comprehen-
sive Environmental Response, Compensa-
tion, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601
et seq.); and

(B) ensure that the conveyance complies
with the National Environmental Policy Act
of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.).

(5) OTHER TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The con-
veyance under paragraph (1) shall be subject
to such other terms and conditions as the
Secretary considers necessary and appro-
priate to protect the interests of the United
States, including reservation by the United
States of a flowage easement over all por-
tions of the real property to be conveyed
that are at or below elevation 645.0 NGVD.

(e) SUMMERFIELD CEMETERY ASSOCIATION,
OKLAHOMA, LAND CONVEYANCE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—As soon as practicable
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Secretary shall transfer to the Summer-
field Cemetery Association, Oklahoma, all
right, title, and interest of the United State
in and to the land described in paragraph (3)
for use as a cemetery.

(2) REVERSION.—If the land to be trans-
ferred under this subsection ever cease to be
used as a not-for-profit cemetery or for other
public purposes the land shall revert to the
United States.

(3) DESCRIPTION.—The land to be conveyed
under this subsection is the approximately 10
acres of land located in Leflore County,
Oklahoma, and described as follows:

INDIAN BASIN MERIDIAN

Section 23, Township 5 North, Range 23 East
SW SE SW NW
NW NE NW SW
N1⁄2 SW SW NW.
(4) CONSIDERATION.—The conveyance under

this subsection shall be without consider-
ation. All costs associated with the convey-
ance shall be paid by the Summerfield Ceme-
tery Association, Oklahoma.

(5) OTHER TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The con-
veyance under this subsection shall be sub-
ject to such other terms and conditions as
the Secretary considers necessary and appro-
priate to protect the interests of the United
States.

(f) DEXTER, OREGON.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-

vey to the Dexter Sanitary District all right,
title, and interest of the United States in
and to a parcel of land consisting of approxi-
mately 5 acres located at Dexter Lake, Or-
egon, under lease to the Dexter Sanitary Dis-
trict.

(2) CONSIDERATION.—Land to be conveyed
under this section shall be conveyed without
consideration. If the land is no longer held in
public ownership or no longer used for waste-
water treatment purposes, title to the land
shall revert to the Secretary.

(3) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The convey-
ance by the United States shall be subject to
such terms and conditions as the Secretary
considers appropriate to protect the inter-
ests of the United States.

(4) DESCRIPTION.—The exact acreage and
description of the land to be conveyed under
paragraph (1) shall be determined by such
surveys as the Secretary considers nec-
essary. The cost of the surveys shall be borne
by the Dexter Sanitary District.

(g) RICHARD B. RUSSELL DAM AND LAKE,
SOUTH CAROLINA.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Upon execution of an
agreement under paragraph (4) and subject
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to the requirements of this subsection, the
Secretary shall convey, without consider-
ation, to the State of South Carolina all
right, title, and interest of the United States
to the lands described in paragraph (2) that
are managed, as of the date of the enactment
of this Act, by the South Carolina Depart-
ment of Natural Resources for fish and wild-
life mitigation purposes in connection with
the Richard B. Russell Dam and Lake, South
Carolina, project.

(2) DESCRIPTION.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph

(B), the lands to be conveyed under para-
graph (1) are described in Exhibits A, F, and
H of Army Lease Number DACW21–1–93–0910
and associated Supplemental Agreements or
are designated in red in Exhibit A of Army
License Number DACW21–3–85–1904; except
that all designated lands in the license that
are below elevation 346 feet mean sea level or
that are less than 300 feet measured hori-
zontally from the top of the power pool are
excluded from the conveyance. Management
of the excluded lands shall continue in ac-
cordance with the terms of Army License
Number DACW21–3–85–1904 until the Sec-
retary and the State enter into an agree-
ment under paragraph (4).

(B) SURVEY.—The exact acreage and legal
description of the lands to be conveyed under
paragraph (1) shall be determined by a sur-
vey satisfactory to the Secretary, with the
cost of the survey to be paid by the State.
The State shall be responsible for all other
costs, including real estate transaction and
environmental compliance costs, associated
with the conveyance.

(3) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—
(A) MANAGEMENT OF LANDS.—All lands that

are conveyed under paragraph (1) shall be re-
tained in public ownership and shall be man-
aged in perpetuity for fish and wildlife miti-
gation purposes in accordance with a plan
approved by the Secretary. If the lands are
not managed for such purposes in accordance
with the plan, title to the lands shall revert
to the United States. If the lands revert to
the United States under this subparagraph,
the Secretary shall manage the lands for
such purposes.

(B) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The Secretary
may require such additional terms and con-
ditions in connection with the conveyance as
the Secretary considers appropriate to pro-
tect the interests of the United States.

(4) PAYMENTS.—
(A) AGREEMENTS.—The Secretary is au-

thorized to pay to the State of South Caro-
lina not more than $4,850,000 if the Secretary
and the State enter into a binding agreement
for the State to manage for fish and wildlife
mitigation purposes, in perpetuity, the lands
conveyed under this subsection and the lands
not covered by the conveyance that are des-
ignated in red in Exhibit A of Army License
Number DACW21–3–85–1904.

(B) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The agree-
ment shall specify the terms and conditions
under which the payment will be made and
the rights of, and remedies available to, the
Federal Government to recover all or a por-
tion of the payment in the event the State
fails to manage the lands in a manner satis-
factory to the Secretary.

(h) CHARLESTON, SOUTH CAROLINA.—The
Secretary is authorized to convey the prop-
erty of the Corps of Engineers known as the
‘‘Equipment and Storage Yard’’, located on
Meeting Street in Charleston, South Caro-
lina, in as-is condition for fair-market value
with all proceeds from the conveyance to be
applied by the Corps of Engineers, Charles-
ton District, to offset a portion of the costs
of moving or leasing (or both) an office facil-
ity in the City of Charleston.

(i) CLARKSTON, WASHINGTON.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-
vey to the Port of Clarkston, Washington, all
right, title, and interest of the United States
in and to a portion of the land described in
Army Lease Number DACW68–1–97–22, con-
sisting of approximately 31 acres, the exact
boundaries of which shall be determined by
the Secretary and the Port of Clarkston.

(2) ADDITIONAL LAND.—The Secretary may
convey to the Port of Clarkston, Wash-
ington, at fair market value as determined
by the Secretary, such additional land lo-
cated in the vicinity of Clarkston, Wash-
ington, as the Secretary determines to be ex-
cess to the needs of the Columbia River
Project and appropriate for conveyance.

(3) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The convey-
ances made under paragraphs (1) and (2) shall
be subject to such terms and conditions as
the Secretary determines to be necessary to
protect the interests of the United States,
including a requirement that the Port of
Clarkston pay all administrative costs asso-
ciated with the conveyances (including the
cost of land surveys and appraisals and costs
associated with compliance with applicable
environmental laws, including regulations).

(4) USE OF LAND.—The Port of Clarkston
shall be required to pay the fair market
value, as determined by the Secretary, of
any land conveyed pursuant to paragraph (1)
that is not retained in public ownership or is
used for other than public park or recreation
purposes, except that the Secretary shall
have a right of reverter to reclaim possession
and title to any such land.

(j) LAND CONVEYANCE TO MATEWAN, WEST
VIRGINIA.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The United States shall
convey by quit claim deed to the Town of
Matewan, West Virginia, all right, title, and
interest of the United States in and to four
parcels of land deemed excess by the Sec-
retary of the Army, acting through the Chief
of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, to the
structural project for flood control con-
structed by the Corps of Engineers along the
Tug Fork River pursuant to section 202 of
Public Law 96–367.

(2) PROPERTY DESCRIPTION.—The parcels of
land referred to in paragraph (1) are as fol-
lows:

(A) A certain parcel of land in the State of
West Virginia, Mingo County, Town of
Matewan, and being more particularly
bounded and described as follows:

Beginning at a point on the southerly
right-of-way line of a 40-foot-wide street
right-of-way (known as McCoy Alley), having
an approximate coordinate value of N228,695,
E1,662,397, in the line common to the land
designated as U.S.A. Tract No. 834, and the
land designated as U.S.A. Tract No. 837, said
point being South 51°52′ East 81.8 feet from
an iron pin and cap marked M–12 on the
boundary of the Matewan Area Structural
Project, on the north right-of-way line of
said street, at a corner common to des-
ignated U.S.A. Tracts Nos. 834 and 836;
thence, leaving the right-of-way of said
street, with the line common to the land of
said Tract No. 834, and the land of said Tract
No. 837.

South 14°37′ West 46 feet to the corner com-
mon to the land of said Tract No. 834, and
the land of said Tract No. 837; thence, leav-
ing the land of said Tract No. 837, severing
the lands of said Project.

South 14°37′ West 46 feet.
South 68°07′ East 239 feet.
North 26°05′ East 95 feet to a point on the

southerly right-of-way line of said street;
thence, with the right-of-way of said street,
continuing to sever the lands of said Project.

South 63°55′ East 206 feet; thence, leaving
the right-of-way of said street, continuing to
sever the lands of said Project.

South 26°16′ West 63 feet; thence, with a
curve to the left having a radius of 70 feet, a
delta of 33°58′, an arc length of 41 feet, the
chord bearing.

South 09°17′ West 41 feet; thence, leaving
said curve, continuing to sever the lands of
said Project.

South 07°42′ East 31 feet to a point on the
right-of-way line of the floodwall; thence,
with the right-of-way of said floodwall, con-
tinuing to sever the lands of said Project.

South 77°04′ West 71 feet.
North 77°10′ West 46 feet.
North 67°07′ West 254 feet.
North 67°54′ West 507 feet.
North 57°49′ West 66 feet to the intersection

of the right-of-way line of said floodwall
with the southerly right-of-way line of said
street; thence, leaving the right-of-way of
said floodwall and with the southerly right-
of-way of said street, continuing to sever the
lands of said Project.

North 83°01′ East 171 feet.
North 89°42′ East 74 feet.
South 83°39′ East 168 feet.
South 83°38′ East 41 feet.
South 77°26′ East 28 feet to the point of be-

ginning, containing 2.59 acres, more or less.
The bearings and coordinate used herein are
referenced to the West Virginia State Plane
Coordinate System, South Zone.

(B) A certain parcel of land in the State of
West Virginia, Mingo County, Town of
Matewan, and being more particularly
bounded and described as follows:

Beginning at an iron pin and cap des-
ignated Corner No. M2–2 on the southerly
right-of-way line of the Norfolk and Western
Railroad, having an approximate coordinate
value of N228,755 E1,661,242, and being at the
intersection of the right-of-way line of the
floodwall with the boundary of the Matewan
Area Structural Project; thence, leaving the
right-of-way of said floodwall and with said
Project boundary, and the southerly right-
of-way of said Railroad.

North 59°45′ East 34 feet.
North 69°50′ East 44 feet.
North 58°11′ East 79 feet.
North 66°13′ East 102 feet.
North 69°43′ East 98 feet.
North 77°39′ East 18 feet.
North 72°39′ East 13 feet to a point at the

intersection of said Project boundary, and
the southerly right-of-way of said Railroad,
with the westerly right-of-way line of State
Route 49/10; thence, leaving said Project
boundary, and the southerly right-of-way of
said Railroad, and with the westerly right-
of-way of said road.

South 03°21′ East 100 feet to a point at the
intersection of the westerly right-of-way of
said road with the right-of-way of said
floodwall; thence, leaving the right-of-way of
said road, and with the right-of-way line of
said floodwall.

South 79°30′ West 69 feet.
South 78°28′ West 222 feet.
South 80°11′ West 65 feet.
North 38°40′ West 14 feet to the point of be-

ginning, containing 0.53 acre, more or less.
The bearings and coordinate used herein are
referenced to the West Virginia State Plane
Coordinate System, South Zone.

(C) A certain parcel of land in the State of
West Virginia, Mingo County, Town of
Matewan, and being more particularly
bounded and described as follows:

Beginning at a point on the southerly
right-of-way line of the Norfolk and Western
Railroad, having an approximate coordinate
value of N228,936 E1,661,672, and being at the
intersection of the easterly right-of-way line
of State Route 49/10 with the boundary of the
Matewan Area Structural Project; thence,
leaving the right-of-way of said road, and
with said Project boundary, and the south-
erly right-of-way of said Railroad.
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North 77°49′ East 89 feet to an iron pin and

cap designated as U.S.A. Corner No. M–4.
North 79°30′ East 74 feet to an iron pin and

cap designated as U.S.A. Corner No. M–5–1;
thence, leaving the southerly right-of-way of
said Railroad, and continuing with the
boundary of said Project.

South 06°33′ East 102 to an iron pipe and
cap designated U.S.A. Corner No. M–6–1 on
the northerly right-of-way line of State
Route 49/28; thence, leaving the boundary of
said Project, and with the right-of-way of
said road, severing the lands of said Project.

North 80°59′ West 171 feet to a point at the
intersection of the Northerly right-of-way
line of said State Route 49/28 with the eas-
terly right-of-way line of said State Route
49/10; thence, leaving the right-of-way of said
State Route 49/28 and with the right-of-way
of said State Route 49/10.

North 03°21′ West 42 feet to the point of be-
ginning, containing 0.27 acre, more or less.
The bearings and coordinate used herein are
referenced to the West Virginia State Plane
Coordinate System, South Zone.

(D) A certain parcel of land in the State of
West Virginia, Mingo County, Town of
Matewan, and being more particularly
bounded and described as follows:

Beginning at a point at the intersection of
the easterly right-of-way line of State Route
49/10 with the right-of-way line of the
floodwall, having an approximate coordinate
value of N228,826 E1,661,679; thence, leaving
the right-of-way of said floodwall, and with
the right-of-way of said State Route 49/10.

North 03°21′ West 23 feet to a point at the
intersection of the easterly right-of-way line
of said State Route 49/10 with the southerly
right-of-way line of State Route 49/28;
thence, leaving the right-of-way of said
State Route 49/10 and with the right-of-way
of said State Route 49/28.

South 80°59′ East 168 feet.
North 82°28′ East 45 feet to an iron pin and

cap designated as U.S.A. Corner No. M–8–1 on
the boundary of the Western Area Structural
Project; thence, leaving the right-of-way of
said State Route 49/28, and with said Project
boundary.

South 08°28′ East 88 feet to an iron pin and
cap designated as U.S.A. Corner No. M–9–1
point on the northerly right-of-way line of a
street (known as McCoy Alley); thence, leav-
ing said Project boundary and with the
northerly right-of-way of said street.

South 83°01′ West 38 feet to a point on the
right-of-way line of said floodwall; thence,
leaving the right-of-way of said street, and
with the right-of-way of said floodwall.

North 57°49′ West 180 feet.
South 79°30′ West 34 feet to a point of be-

ginning, containing 0.24 acre, more or less.
The bearings and coordinate used herein are
referenced to the West Virginia State Plane
Coordinate System, South Zone.

(k) MERRISACH LAKE, ARKANSAS COUNTY,
ARKANSAS.—

(1) LAND CONVEYANCE.—Notwithstanding
any other provision of law, the Secretary
shall convey to eligible private property
owners at fair market value, as determined
by the Secretary, all right, title, and inter-
est of the United States in and to certain
lands acquired for Navigation Pool No. 2,
McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation
System, Merrisach Lake Project, Arkansas
County, Arkansas.

(2) PROPERTY DESCRIPTION.—The lands to
be conveyed under paragraph (1) include
those lands lying between elevation 163, Na-
tional Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929, and
the Federal Government boundary line for
Tract Numbers 102, 129, 132–1, 132–2, 132–3, 134,
135, 136–1, 136–2, 138, 139, 140, 141, 142, 143, 144,
and 145, located in sections 18, 19, 29, 30, 31,
and 32, Township 7 South, Range 2 West, and
the SE1⁄4 of Section 36, Township 7 South,

Range 3 West, Fifth Principal Meridian, with
the exception of any land designated for pub-
lic park purposes.

(3) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—Any lands con-
veyed under paragraph (1) shall be subject
to—

(A) a perpetual flowage easement prohib-
iting human habitation and restricting con-
struction activities;

(B) the reservation of timber rights by the
United States; and

(C) such additional terms and conditions as
the Secretary considers appropriate to pro-
tect the interests of the United States.

(4) ELIGIBLE PROPERTY OWNER DEFINED.—In
this subsection, the term ‘‘eligible private
property owner’’ means the owner of record
of land contiguous to lands owned by the
United States in connection with the project
referred to in paragraph (1).
SEC. 579. NAMINGS.

(a) FRANCIS BLAND FLOODWAY DITCH, AR-
KANSAS.—

(1) DESIGNATION.—8-Mile Creek in
Paragould, Arkansas, shall be known and
designated as the ‘‘Francis Bland Floodway
Ditch’’.

(2) LEGAL REFERENCE.—Any reference in a
law, map, regulation, document, paper, or
other record of the United States to the
creek referred to in paragraph (1) shall be
deemed to be a reference to the ‘‘Francis
Bland Floodway Ditch’’.

(b) LAWRENCE BLACKWELL MEMORIAL
BRIDGE, ARKANSAS.—

(1) DESIGNATION.—The bridge over lock and
dam numbered 4 on the Arkansas River, Ar-
kansas, constructed as part of the project for
navigation on the Arkansas River and tribu-
taries, shall be known and designated as the
‘‘Lawrence Blackwell Memorial Bridge’’.

(2) LEGAL REFERENCE.—Any reference in a
law, map, regulation, document, paper, or
other record of the United States to the
bridge referred to in paragraph (1) shall be
deemed to be a reference to the ‘‘Lawrence
Blackwell Memorial Bridge’’.
SEC. 580. FOLSOM DAM AND RESERVOIR ADDI-

TIONAL STORAGE AND ADDITIONAL
FLOOD CONTROL STUDIES.

(a) FOLSOM FLOOD CONTROL STUDIES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in con-

sultation with the State of California and
local water resources agencies, shall under-
take a study of increasing surcharge flood
control storage at the Folsom Dam and Res-
ervoir.

(2) LIMITATIONS.—The study of the Folsom
Dam and Reservoir undertaken under para-
graph (1) shall assume that there is to be no
increase in conservation storage at the Fol-
som Reservoir.

(3) REPORT.—Not later than March 1, 2000,
the Secretary shall transmit to Congress a
report on the results of the study under this
subsection.

(b) AMERICAN AND SACRAMENTO RIVERS
FLOOD CONTROL STUDY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall un-
dertake a study of all levees on the Amer-
ican River and on the Sacramento River
downstream and immediately upstream of
the confluence of such Rivers to access op-
portunities to increase potential flood pro-
tection through levee modifications.

(2) DEADLINE FOR COMPLETION.—Not later
than March 1, 2000, the Secretary shall trans-
mit to Congress a report on the results of the
study undertaken under this subsection.
SEC. 581. WALLOPS ISLAND, VIRGINIA.

(a) EMERGENCY ACTION.—The Secretary
shall take emergency action to protect Wal-
lops Island, Virginia, from damaging coastal
storms, by improving and extending the ex-
isting seawall, replenishing and renourishing
the beach, and constructing protective
dunes.

(b) REIMBURSEMENT.—The Secretary may
seek reimbursement from other Federal
agencies whose resources are protected by
the emergency action taken under sub-
section (a).

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $8,000,000.
SEC. 582. DETROIT RIVER, DETROIT, MICHIGAN.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is author-
ized to repair and rehabilitate the seawalls
on the Detroit River in Detroit, Michigan.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated for
fiscal years beginning after September 30,
1999, $1,000,000 to carry out this section.
SEC. 583. NORTHEASTERN MINNESOTA.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.—The Sec-
retary may establish a pilot program for pro-
viding environmental assistance to non-Fed-
eral interests in northeastern Minnesota.

(b) FORM OF ASSISTANCE.—Assistance under
this section may be in the form of design and
construction assistance for water-related en-
vironmental infrastructure and resource pro-
tection and development projects in north-
eastern Minnesota, including projects for
wastewater treatment and related facilities,
water supply and related facilities, environ-
mental restoration, and surface water re-
source protection and development.

(c) PUBLIC OWNERSHIP REQUIREMENT.—The
Secretary may provide assistance for a
project under this section only if the project
is publicly owned.

(d) LOCAL COOPERATION AGREEMENT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Before providing assist-

ance under this section, the Secretary shall
enter into a local cooperation agreement
with a non-Federal interest to provide for de-
sign and construction of the project to be
carried out with the assistance.

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—Each local cooperation
agreement entered into under this sub-
section shall provide for the following:

(A) PLAN.—Development by the Secretary,
in consultation with appropriate Federal and
State officials, of a facilities or resource pro-
tection and development plan, including ap-
propriate engineering plans and specifica-
tions.

(B) LEGAL AND INSTITUTIONAL STRUC-
TURES.—Establishment of such legal and in-
stitutional structures as are necessary to en-
sure the effective long-term operation of the
project by the non-Federal interest.

(3) COST SHARING.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Federal share of

project costs under each local cooperation
agreement entered into under this sub-
section shall be 75 percent. The Federal
share may be in the form of grants or reim-
bursements of project costs.

(B) CREDIT FOR DESIGN WORK.—The non-
Federal interest shall receive credit for the
reasonable costs of design work completed
by the non-Federal interest prior to entering
into a local cooperation agreement with the
Secretary for a project. The credit for the de-
sign work shall not exceed 6 percent of the
total construction costs of the project.

(C) CREDIT FOR INTEREST.—In the event of a
delay in the funding of the non-Federal share
of a project that is the subject of an agree-
ment under this section, the non-Federal in-
terest shall receive credit for reasonable in-
terest incurred in providing the non-Federal
share of a project’s cost.

(D) LAND, EASEMENTS, AND RIGHTS-OF-WAY
CREDIT.—The non-Federal interest shall re-
ceive credit for land, easements, rights-of-
way, and relocations toward its share of
project costs (including all reasonable costs
associated with obtaining permits necessary
for the construction, operation, and mainte-
nance of the project on publicly owned or
controlled land), but not to exceed 25 percent
of total project costs.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH6344 July 22, 1999
(E) OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE.—The

non-Federal share of operation and mainte-
nance costs for projects constructed with as-
sistance provided under this section shall be
100 percent.

(e) APPLICABILITY OF OTHER FEDERAL AND
STATE LAWS.—Nothing in this section shall
be construed as waiving, limiting, or other-
wise affecting the applicability of any provi-
sion of Federal or State law that would oth-
erwise apply to a project to be carried out
with assistance provided under this section.

(f) REPORT.—Not later than December 31,
2001, the Secretary shall transmit to Con-
gress a report on the results of the pilot pro-
gram carried out under this section, together
with recommendations concerning whether
or not such program should be implemented
on a national basis.

(g) NORTHEASTERN MINNESOTA DEFINED.—In
this section, the term ‘‘northeastern Min-
nesota’’ means the counties of Cook, Lake,
St. Louis, Koochiching, Itasca, Cass, Crow
Wing, Aitkin, Carlton, Pine, Kanabec, Mille
Lacs, Morrison, Benton, Sherburne, Isanti,
and Chisago, Minnesota.

(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $40,000,000 for fiscal
years beginning after September 30, 1999.
Such sums shall remain available until ex-
pended.
SEC. 584. ALASKA.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.—The Sec-
retary may establish a pilot program for pro-
viding environmental assistance to non-Fed-
eral interests in Alaska.

(b) FORM OF ASSISTANCE.—Assistance under
this section may be in the form of design and
construction assistance for water-related en-
vironmental infrastructure and resource pro-
tection and development projects in Alaska,
including projects for wastewater treatment
and related facilities, water supply and re-
lated facilities, and surface water resource
protection and development.

(c) OWNERSHIP REQUIREMENTS.—The Sec-
retary may provide assistance for a project
under this section only if the project is pub-
licly owned or is owned by a native corpora-
tion as defined by section 1602 of title 43,
United States Code.

(d) LOCAL COOPERATION AGREEMENTS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Before providing assist-

ance under this section, the Secretary shall
enter into a local cooperation agreement
with a non-Federal interest to provide for de-
sign and construction of the project to be
carried out with the assistance.

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—Each local cooperation
agreement entered into under this sub-
section shall provide for the following:

(A) PLAN.—Development by the Secretary,
in consultation with appropriate Federal and
State officials, of a facilities or resource pro-
tection and development plan, including ap-
propriate engineering plans and specifica-
tions.

(B) LEGAL AND INSTITUTIONAL STRUC-
TURES.—Establishment of such legal and in-
stitutional structures as are necessary to en-
sure the effective long-term operation of the
project by the non-Federal interest.

(3) COST SHARING.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Federal share of the

project costs under each local cooperation
agreement entered into under this sub-
section shall be 75 percent. The Federal
share may be in the form of grants or reim-
bursements of project costs.

(B) CREDIT FOR DESIGN WORK.—The non-
Federal interest shall receive credit for the
reasonable costs of design work completed
by the non-Federal interest prior to entering
into a local cooperation agreement with the
Secretary for a project. The credit for the de-
sign work shall not exceed 6 percent of the
total construction costs of the project.

(C) CREDIT FOR INTEREST.—In the event of a
delay in the funding of the non-Federal share
of a project that is the subject of an agree-
ment under this section, the non-Federal in-
terest shall receive credit for reasonable in-
terest incurred in providing the non-Federal
share of a project’s cost.

(D) LAND, EASEMENTS, AND RIGHTS-OF-WAY
CREDIT.—The non-Federal interest shall re-
ceive credit for land, easements, rights-of-
way, and relocations toward its share of
project costs (including all reasonable costs
associated with obtaining permits necessary
for the construction, operation, and mainte-
nance of the project on publicly owned or
controlled land), but not to exceed 25 percent
of total project costs.

(E) OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE.—The
non-Federal share of operation and mainte-
nance costs for projects constructed with as-
sistance provided under this section shall be
100 percent.

(e) APPLICABILITY OF OTHER FEDERAL AND
STATE LAWS.—Nothing in this section shall
be construed as waiving, limiting, or other-
wise affecting the applicability of any provi-
sion of Federal or State law that would oth-
erwise apply to a project to be carried out
with assistance provided under this section.

(f) REPORT.—Not later than December 31,
2001, the Secretary shall transmit to Con-
gress a report on the results of the pilot pro-
gram carried out under this section, together
with recommendations concerning whether
or not such program should be implemented
on a national basis.

(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $25,000,000 for fiscal
years beginning after September 30, 1999.
Such sums shall remain available until ex-
pended.
SEC. 585. CENTRAL WEST VIRGINIA.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.—The Sec-
retary may establish a pilot program for pro-
viding environmental assistance to non-Fed-
eral interests in central West Virginia.

(b) FORM OF ASSISTANCE.—Assistance under
this section may be in the form of design and
construction assistance for water-related en-
vironmental infrastructure and resource pro-
tection and development projects in central
West Virginia, including projects for waste-
water treatment and related facilities, water
supply and related facilities, and surface
water resource protection and development.

(c) PUBLIC OWNERSHIP REQUIREMENT.—The
Secretary may provide assistance for a
project under this section only if the project
is publicly owned.

(d) LOCAL COOPERATION AGREEMENTS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Before providing assist-

ance under this section, the Secretary shall
enter into a local cooperation agreement
with a non-Federal interest to provide for de-
sign and construction of the project to be
carried out with the assistance.

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—Each local cooperation
agreement entered into under this sub-
section shall provide for the following:

(A) PLAN.—Development by the Secretary,
in consultation with appropriate Federal and
State officials, of a facilities or resource pro-
tection and development plan, including ap-
propriate engineering plans and specifica-
tions.

(B) LEGAL AND INSTITUTIONAL STRUC-
TURES.—Establishment of such legal and in-
stitutional structures as are necessary to en-
sure the effective long-term operation of the
project by the non-Federal interest.

(3) COST SHARING.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Federal share of the

project costs under each local cooperation
agreement entered into under this sub-
section shall be 75 percent. The Federal
share may be in the form of grants or reim-
bursements of project costs.

(B) CREDIT FOR DESIGN WORK.—The non-
Federal interest shall receive credit for the
reasonable costs of design work completed
by the non-Federal interest prior to entering
into a local cooperation agreement with the
Secretary for a project. The credit for the de-
sign work shall not exceed 6 percent of the
total construction costs of the project.

(C) CREDIT FOR INTEREST.—In the event of a
delay in the funding of the non-Federal share
of a project that is the subject of an agree-
ment under this section, the non-Federal in-
terest shall receive credit for reasonable in-
terest incurred in providing the non-Federal
share of a project’s cost.

(D) LAND, EASEMENTS, AND RIGHTS-OF-WAY
CREDIT.—The non-Federal interest shall re-
ceive credit for land, easements, rights-of-
way, and relocations toward its share of
project costs (including all reasonable costs
associated with obtaining permits necessary
for the construction, operation, and mainte-
nance of the project on publicly owned or
controlled land), but not to exceed 25 percent
of total project costs.

(E) OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE.—The
non-Federal share of operation and mainte-
nance costs for projects constructed with as-
sistance provided under this section shall be
100 percent.

(e) APPLICABILITY OF OTHER FEDERAL AND
STATE LAWS.—Nothing in this section shall
be construed as waiving, limiting, or other-
wise affecting the applicability of any provi-
sion of Federal or State law that would oth-
erwise apply to a project to be carried out
with assistance provided under this section.

(f) REPORT.—Not later than December 31,
2001, the Secretary shall transmit to Con-
gress a report on the results of the pilot pro-
gram carried out under this section, together
with recommendations concerning whether
or not such program should be implemented
on a national basis.

(g) CENTRAL WEST VIRGINIA DEFINED.—In
this section, the term ‘‘central West Vir-
ginia’’ means the counties of Mason, Jack-
son, Putnam, Kanawha, Roane, Wirt, Cal-
houn, Clay, Nicholas, Braxton, Gilmer,
Lewis, Upshur, Randolph, Pendleton, Hardy,
Hampshire, Morgan, Berkeley, and Jefferson,
West Virginia.

(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $10,000,000 for fiscal
years beginning after September 30, 1999.
Such sums shall remain available until ex-
pended.
SEC. 586. SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN AREA

WATERSHED RESTORATION, CALI-
FORNIA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is author-
ized to undertake environmental restoration
activities included in the Sacramento Metro-
politan Water Authority’s ‘‘Watershed Man-
agement Plan’’. These activities shall be
limited to cleanup of contaminated ground-
water resulting directly from the acts of any
Federal agency or Department of the Federal
Government at or in the vicinity of McClel-
lan Air Force Base, California; Mather Air
Force Base, California; Sacramento Army
Depot, California; or any location within the
watershed where the Federal Government
would be a responsible party under any Fed-
eral environmental law.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $5,000,000 for fiscal
years beginning after September 30, 1999.
SEC. 587. ONONDAGA LAKE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is author-
ized to plan, design, and construct projects
for the environmental restoration, conserva-
tion, and management of Onondaga Lake,
New York, and to provide, in coordination
with the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, financial assist-
ance to the State of New York and political
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subdivisions thereof for the development and
implementation of projects to restore, con-
serve, and manage Onondaga Lake.

(b) PARTNERSHIP.—In carrying out this sec-
tion, the Secretary shall establish a partner-
ship with appropriate Federal agencies (in-
cluding the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy) and the State of New York and political
subdivisions thereof for the purpose of
project development and implementation.
Such partnership shall be dissolved not later
than 15 years after the date of the enactment
of this Act.

(c) COST SHARING.—The non-Federal share
of the cost of a project constructed under
subsection (a) shall be not less than 30 per-
cent of the total cost of the project and may
be provided through in-kind services.

(d) EFFECT ON LIABILITY.—Financial assist-
ance provided under this section shall not re-
lieve from liability any person who would
otherwise be liable under Federal or State
law for damages, response costs, natural re-
source damages, restitution, equitable relief,
or any other relief.

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated
$10,000,000 to carry out the purposes of this
section.

(f) REPEAL.—Section 401 of the Great Lakes
Critical Programs Act of 1990 (104 Stat. 3010)
and section 411 of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1990 (104 Stat. 4648) are re-
pealed as of the date of the enactment of this
Act.
SEC. 588. EAST LYNN LAKE, WEST VIRGINIA.

The Secretary shall defer any decision re-
lating to the leasing of mineral resources un-
derlying East Lynn Lake, West Virginia,
project lands to the Federal entity vested
with such leasing authority.
SEC. 589. EEL RIVER, CALIFORNIA.

The Secretary shall conduct a study to de-
termine if flooding in the City of Ferndale,
California, is the result of a Federal flood
control project on the Eel River. If the Sec-
retary determines that the flooding is the re-
sult of the project, the Secretary shall take
appropriate measures (including dredging of
the Salt River and construction of sediment
ponds at the confluence of Francis, Reas, and
Williams Creeks) to mitigate the flooding.
SEC. 590. NORTH LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall re-
view a report prepared by the non-Federal
interest concerning flood protection for the
Dark Hollow area of North Little Rock, Ar-
kansas. If the Secretary determines that the
report meets the evaluation and design
standards of the Corps of Engineers and that
the project is economically justified, tech-
nically sound, and environmentally accept-
able, the Secretary shall carry out the
project.

(b) TREATMENT OF DESIGN AND PLAN PREPA-
RATION COSTS.—The costs of design and prep-
aration of plans and specifications shall be
included as project costs and paid during
construction.
SEC. 591. UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER, MISSISSIPPI

PLACE, ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may enter

into a cooperative agreement to participate
in a project for the planning, design, and
construction of infrastructure and other im-
provements at Mississippi Place, St. Paul,
Minnesota.

(b) COST SHARING.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Federal share of the

cost of the project shall be 50 percent. The
Federal share may be provided in the form of
grants or reimbursements of project costs.

(2) CREDIT FOR NON-FEDERAL WORK.—The
non-Federal interest shall receive credit to-
ward the non-Federal share of the cost of the
project for reasonable costs incurred by the
non-Federal interests as a result of partici-

pation in the planning, design, and construc-
tion of the project.

(3) LAND, EASEMENTS, AND RIGHTS-OF-WAY
CREDIT.—The non-Federal interest shall re-
ceive credit toward the non-Federal share of
the cost of the project for land, easements,
rights-of-way, and relocations provided by
the non-Federal interest with respect to the
project.

(4) OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE.—The non-
Federal share of operation and maintenance
costs for the project shall be 100 percent.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated
$3,000,000 to carry out this section.

The motion was agreed to.
The Senate bill was ordered to be

read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed.

The title of the Senate bill was
amended so as to read: ‘‘To provide for
the conservation and development of
water and related resources, to author-
ize the United States Army Corps of
Engineers to construct various projects
for improvements to rivers and harbors
of the United States, and for other pur-
poses’’.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to insist on the
House amendment, and request a con-
ference with the Senate thereon.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EHRLICH). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without

objection, the Chair appoints the fol-
lowing conferees: Messrs. SHUSTER,
YOUNG of Alaska, BOEHLERT, BAKER,
DOOLITTLE, SHERWOOD, OBERSTAR, BOR-
SKI, Mrs. TAUSCHER, and Mr. BAIRD.

There was no objection.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TERRY). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, and
under a previous order of the House,
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. PALLONE addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

REVIEW OF FINANCIAL FREEDOM
ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. EHRLICH) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. EHRLICH. Mr. Speaker, over the
last 24 hours we have sure heard it all
from the floor of this House. The usual
class warfare, us versus them; the
usual class envy rhetoric concerning
the rich. And how many folks watching

the national TV right this second mak-
ing $40,000 a year with a couple of kids
know that they are rich, or making
$50,000 a year with four children and
believe they are rich? Very few, I sus-
pect.

We have seen revisionist history, Mr.
Speaker, in how we got to a, what
seemed to be just a few years ago, per-
manent deficit situation in this coun-
try as the minority party controlled
this House for 40 years.

What we saw most of all, Mr. Speak-
er, however, was a great sense of frus-
tration because the Speaker and this
majority have moved a bill to return
money to the people, to the pockets of
the people, a comprehensive package
that rewards married couples, senior
citizens, working families, the self-em-
ployed schools, and distressed neigh-
borhoods.

The Republican tax relief plan im-
proves the lives, Mr. Speaker, of all
Americans. One of the most unfair pro-
visions in our present tax code, Mr.
Speaker, is its treatment of married
couples. They pay more in taxes simply
because they choose to get married.
The Republican plan ends this unfair
so-called marriage penalty. It allows
married couples to claim a standard
deduction for a single taxpayer to the
benefit of 42 million taxpayers.

Families with single people also ben-
efit. The Republican tax plan provides
for a phased in 10 percent deduction in
individual rates over the next 10 years.
Taxpayers know best how to spend
their own money. Washington needs to
get out of the way and let taxpayers
control their own money. That thought
is why many of us were sent to Wash-
ington in the first place.

The cost of education continues to
rise. The Republican plan provides
meaningful tax relief. First, our legis-
lation increases from $500 to $2,000 the
contribution limit for education sav-
ings accounts.

Second, the bill permits private uni-
versities to offer prepaid tuition plans
and exempts the earnings from all pre-
paid plans from Federal taxation, a
real good idea.

Third, the plan eliminates the 60-
month limitation on the student loan
interest deduction. The Republican
plan also addresses the basic brick and
mortar issues associated with quality
education. Unlike the President’s bad
idea to take general fund revenue and
build public schools, our public school
construction initiative makes perma-
nent statutory changes so that State
and local governments issuing public
school construction bonds can more
easily comply with the appropriate
rules.

Similar to education, the cost of
health care keeps rising. The Repub-
lican plan makes health care and long-
term care more affordable and acces-
sible to all Americans. Of particular
significance, our plan allows a 100 per-
cent deduction for health care pre-
miums and long-term care insurance
premiums. It is about time.
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Our proposal also recognizes the fi-

nancial hardships associated with car-
ing for elderly members at home. We
provide for an additional personal ex-
emption for these taxpayers. Likewise,
the Republican plan allows employers
to offer long-term care insurance and
cafeteria plans.

Finally, our plans expand the avail-
ability of medical savings accounts.

Mr. Speaker, the Republican plan
properly buries the death tax that
forces many Americans to pay the IRS
37 to 55 percent of their savings when
they die, immoral, inefficient, wrong.
It is time we got rid of it. This bill is
the first step.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the Republican
plan also provides significant tax in-
centives for families and businesses in
distressed neighborhoods. The family
development accounts encourage low-
income families to save a portion of
their income by allowing tax-free with-
drawal for education expenses, a first
home, a business start-up, or certain
medical expenses.

Mr. Speaker, hardworking Americans
deserve the benefits that the Repub-
lican tax relief plan offers. It is imper-
ative that this Congress ensure these
benefits become a reality. The people
deserve it. The workers deserve it. The
taxpayers deserve it.
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. STUPAK) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. STUPAK addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. RAMSTAD)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. RAMSTAD addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. TIAHRT addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. BILIRAKIS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BILIRAKIS addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

GUAM’S EXPERIENCE IN WORLD
WAR II

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Guam
(Mr. UNDERWOOD) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, this
evening I would like to do a World War
II commemorative speech about the ex-
periences of the people of Guam that I
had intended to do last night.

Yesterday, July 21st, is a very special
day in Guam’s history. It is the day
that the Third Marine Division, United
States Marine Corps, and First Provi-
sional Brigade of the U.S. Marine Corps
and elements of the 77th Infantry Divi-
sion of the U.S. Army landed on Guam
to begin the liberation of Guam from
the Japanese occupation.

Annually on Guam, and certainly for
the past few weeks, we celebrate this
event with parades and solemn speech-
es, a carnival and commemorative fes-
tivities which honor both the veterans
who came to Guam’s shores to liberate
the people of Guam and for the people
of Guam themselves, my people, the
people who endured a brutal enemy oc-
cupation for over 21⁄2 years.

Now, World War II, of course, is a
very seminal event of this century, and
Guam plays a very unique part in that.
I want to talk a little bit about that
this evening.

On December 8, 1941, the Japanese
began bombing Guam and they landed
about 5,000 army troops on December 10
of 1941. This attack was carried out si-
multaneously with attacks on Pearl
Harbor and the Philippines. Of course,
Guam being on the other side of the
date line, the attack which was carried
out at the same time as Pearl Harbor
actually was on December 8 and not
December 7.

The Japanese occupation featured a
serious time of deprivation, suffering
and brutality which the people of
Guam, who are ethnically referred to
as the Chamorro people, who were at
that time not U.S. citizens but occu-
pied a political category called U.S. na-
tionals, endured and survived.

My purpose this evening is to give an
historical perspective to those events
which occurred some 55 years ago, in
July of 1944, on a distant U.S. terri-
tory, to enhance the understanding of
the Members of this body and the
American people in general about the
wartime experience of Guam and the
postwar period which helped shape the
relationship between Guam and the
Federal Government.

Guam’s experience is not unique if
measured against the general experi-
ence of occupied peoples during a time
of war, whether it was in Europe or
China or the Philippines. Guam, after
all, did not have a monopoly on human
suffering. But it is a unique and special
story about dignity in the midst of po-
litical and wartime machinations of
large powers over small peoples and of
a demonstrated loyalty to America,
the kind of loyalty which was tested,
the kind of loyalty that has not been
asked of any civilian American com-
munity under the flag at any time dur-
ing the 20th century.

b 1845
In earlier years it may not have been

necessary to give this kind of speech in

Congress. Two or 3 decades ago the
Members of this body were themselves,
the majority of Members of this body
were themselves World War II veterans
who understood what the Battle of
Guam was and who probably remem-
bered it personally, if not directly from
war time experience, but certainly just
being part of World War II.

Today unfortunately, most people
know very little about Guam. Most
Members know very little about the
Battle of Guam, and perhaps think of
Guam only occasionally, probably
more for exaggerated stories about
snakes than for the historical experi-
ence of a great and loyal people.

When the Japanese landed in Decem-
ber of 1941, the 5,000 Japanese soldiers
faced 153 Marines, 271 naval personnel,
134 Pan American workers and some
20,000 natives that I referred to earlier
who were commonly called Chamorros.
All of the Americans, meaning U.S. cit-
izen civilians, had been evacuated on
October 17, 1941, in full expectation a
few months before Pearl Harbor, that
something was going to happen in the
Pacific.

In the Aleutian Islands in Alaska all
of the islanders were evacuated with
the full understanding that the Japa-
nese may occupy those islands; and so,
therefore, all of the civilians were re-
moved.

But the people of Guam remained the
only American civilian community
open to and eventually experiencing
enemy occupation during World War II.

At the time the only units that at-
tempted to engage the Japanese in a
very brief, but symbolic, and several
people died, was a unit known as the
Guam Insular Guard and Insular Force
which were really people who had
joined the U.S. Navy. It was kind of a
Navy auxiliary force composed pri-
marily of, well entirely of, men from
Guam, and they were the only ones
who willingly engaged the Japanese,
and several of them died.

During the time of the occupation,
the people of Guam stood steadfastly
loyal to America and its ideals despite
the best efforts of the Japanese occu-
piers to propagandize the people that it
was better for them to be under and be
part of the Far East Greater Co-pros-
perity Sphere, and the people of Guam
were loyal to America at the risk of
their lives and certainly their liveli-
hoods.

Symbolic of the loyalty of the people
of Guam were several songs written
during the course of the Japanese occu-
pation, some mocking the Japanese
emperor and occupiers and others
praising things American over those
things that were Japanese, and the
most well-known song was ‘‘Uncle
Sam, Sam, My Dear Old Uncle Sam,
Won’t You Please Come Back to
Guam?’’

It is a song that was certainly in my
upbringing, and I was born after World
War II. Those people of my generation
and even the later generation were all
taught this song in one form or an-
other.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H6347July 22, 1999
The most visible symbol were the

seven American sailors, and there were
seven who refused to surrender to the
Japanese forces and decided to take
their chances, hiding in the jungle
until the return of U.S. forces which
sadly many of them expected to be a
couple of months at the most. One by
one each of those sailors were hunted
down and executed by the Japanese ex-
cept for one lonely sailor who survived
the entire occupation assisted, greatly
assisted, by the Artero family. This
man’s name was George Tweed, and his
heroic saga was eventually made into a
movie in the 1960s called No Man Is An
Island, and for all those 32 months the
people of Guam suffered.

Now in July of 1944 Admiral
Ainsworth, actually in June of 1944,
Admiral Ainsworth began his pre-inva-
sion bombardment of Guam for the an-
ticipated landings in Guam which were
expected to take place in June. After
about 2 hours he was called back, and
he was called back and they re-routed
all of his vessels to help with the battle
in Saipan. The general plan was that of
the three islands in the Marianas Is-
lands, which were heavily fortified
Saipan, Guam and Tinian, Saipan was
to be invaded first by U.S. forces be-
cause it was acknowledged that that
would be the most heavily fortified
since those Marianas Islands had been
under a Japanese mandate since the
end of World War I and were heavily
populated not only by Japanese mili-
tary forces, but indeed by Japanese ci-
vilians.

The battle for Saipan proved much
more difficult than anticipated, so the
invasion of Guam was postponed, and
instead Admiral Ainsworth and his
naval forces were turned northward to
deal with a couple of battles, one the
Battle of Saipan and the other a naval
air battle called, commonly called, the
Marianas Turkey Shoot.

The invasion of Guam was therefore
called off for 5 weeks, and during that
intervening time the most brutal time
of the Japanese occupation was en-
dured by the people of Guam as they
suffered forced labor and forced
marches, and the whole population was
marched all over the island, countless
beheadings and civilian massacres
largely for unknown reasons. The in-
creased brutality was over and above
the forced labor for the construction of
defense fortifications for the construc-
tion of air strips in places called Orote
and Tiyan. Japanese army units, sev-
eral divisions had landed, had arrived
from Manchuria in April of 1944 to de-
fend Guam from the anticipated Amer-
ican invasion.

In July of 1944 Operation Forager
began, and this was the whole oper-
ation meant for the invasion of Guam
and 13 days of sustained bombardment
on Guam, an island of some 212 square
miles, was given by the Navy partially
as a result of their experience in the
Battle of Saipan and even the Nor-
mandy experience, so that the bombing
on Guam, which of course is a much

smaller area than the invasion of the
coast of Normandy, actually endured
more pre-invasion bombardment.

This extensive pre-invasion bombard-
ment even acted more as a stimulus for
even more acts by the Japanese mili-
tary against the civilian population.
Army Air Force planes, B–24s from re-
cently taken islands in the Marshall Is-
lands and Navy carrier base planes had
been bombing Guam periodically for
several weeks. Underwater demolition
teams spent 4 days sweeping the shore-
line. In a way the Navy took great
pride in these underwater demolition
teams, and on Guam they planted a
sign, welcome U.S. Marines from the
U.S. Navy, before the Marines actually
landed on Guam.

And the Marines did, and they landed
on July 21, 1944, and they landed on
narrow beaches on Asan and Agat, and
Asan, the people who assaulted the
beach of Asan had to face cliffs once
they landed, and those who landed in
Agat faced the only Japanese counter-
attack of the day.

One of the heroes of that day was
Senator, former Senator Howell Heflin
who was wounded and has repeatedly
over the years that I have known Sen-
ator Howell Heflin has repeatedly told
me that the Guam experience was the
most important 6 hours of his life.

And the battle for Guam raged for
nearly 3 weeks, and the island was de-
clared secured on August 10, 1944. Near-
ly 18,500 Japanese soldiers were killed
and some 1,900 American servicemen
were killed, and although no specific
statistics were kept about the civilian
population, hundreds of Chamorros
died during the battle or were exe-
cuted, and hundreds more died for rea-
sons related directly to the war but not
combat.

And even after the island was se-
cured, Japanese stragglers continued
to be a serious threat to security and a
Guam combat patrol, organized by the
U.S. Marine Corps and soldiered by
men from Guam, was established to
find Japanese stragglers who refused to
surrender. Incredibly, the last strag-
gler was discovered in 1972 after spend-
ing some 28 years in the jungle by him-
self.

Battles sometimes bring out the
worst in human beings, but they also
bring out the inner strength in people
of courage. Extraordinary heroism was
common in the battles which occurred
in the Marianas and in Guam, and two
medals of honor were awarded.

One was to a Captain Lewis Wilson
who was commanding officer of Com-
pany F Second Battalion, 9th Marine
Regiment, fought off repeated Japanese
counteroffensives on the Fonte Pla-
teau. Had the lines been breached, it
would have spelled disaster for the Ma-
rines in the rear. Captain Wilson later
on became commandant of the Marine
Corps.

Another was granted to Private First
Class Frank Witek, who distinguished
himself in hand-to-hand combat, pro-
vided cover for the withdrawal of

wounded comrades and single-handedly
put out an enemy machine gun posi-
tion.

Over the Internet and because of the
fact that many of the veterans who
fought on Guam have a very special re-
lationship to Guam, over the Internet I
received the story of a Private First
Class Jack Walker and Staff Sergeant
Harry Kolata who landed in Agat as
members of the 306th Infantry 77th
Army Division. They volunteered to go
behind enemy lines to make contact
with the villagers of Merizo; and they
did so, and they brought, successfully
brought back 1,500 people into the
American lines.

And these are just a few of the sto-
ries of the heroism exhibited by the
Marines and the soldiers who liberated
Guam, and on behalf of the people of
Guam I say: Si yu’os ma’ase.

And the veterans of the battle for
Guam continued to have an excellent
relationship with the people of Guam
and return to Guam every year, al-
though obviously in decreasing num-
bers every year; and during this year’s
celebration some 60 veterans have re-
turned to Guam to visit Guam and to
see the progress that they have helped
make possible.

Earlier this month, on July 9, I laid
a wreath at the Tomb of the Unknowns
at Arlington National Cemetery, as I
have done so every year that I have
been in office, in order to commemo-
rate the Battle of Guam and to express
the gratitude of the people of Guam to
the veterans, the servicemen. This year
I did so along with Commonwealth of
the Northern Marianas, which includes
the island of Saipan and Tinian. Rep-
resentative Juan Babauta, together we
laid a wreath in order to express the
gratitude felt by the people of our re-
spective islands for the sacrifices of
every Marine, sailor, airman, and sol-
dier who helped in the liberation of
Guam.

And as I said repeatedly, there was
something very special about the Bat-
tle for Guam which was not present in
any other Pacific battle, indeed any
battle during World War II. Guam was
a U.S. territory inhabited by civilians
who were U.S. nationals at the out-
break of the war. It was in fact the
first time that a foreign power had in-
vaded U.S. soil since the War of 1812.

This special relationship is dem-
onstrated in this painting based on a
picture of two young Chamorro boys
who waved hand-made American flags.
The stars are all wrong, the stripes are
all wrong, but these two young boys
that we think were aged maybe 8 and 6
at the time made flags which were im-
perfect in their design yet perfectly
clear in their representation, and their
faces reflect the difficult times that
they had had experiencing battle, not
as grown men in uniform with weap-
ons, but as young boys confused by all
that was going on around them. But de-
spite the fact that their faces reflected
the difficult times, they also had their
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hope for their future and their grati-
tude for their deliverance from enemy
hands.

It was reported that service men who
bore witness to the display and to the
spectacle of Chamorros who made their
way down from the hills and the camps
which the Japanese placed them in
broke down and wept at the sight of
the people, broke down and wept at the
sight of these two young boys, and see-
ing the people and their condition and
their displays of red, white, and blue.

I know that we cannot ever recapture
that moment in time, but we must
make every effort to do so because it
has established a bond which has lasted
for generations between those in uni-
form and the people of Guam.

The people of Guam came down from
the mountains to tell the stories of
brutality and the tales of suffering
which they endured during the last few
months of the occupation. The Japa-
nese authorities had herded them into
camps in Maimai and Talofofo,
Malojloj and especially Manenggon, a
name which today continues to stand
for suffering. Thousands of people were
placed into a valley without food and
only a stream from which to drink; and
they found a way to survive, and they
found the will to survive, and they ex-
pressed their gratitude of their deliver-
ance with laughter and tears, with
hugs and screams, all reportedly at the
same time.

b 1900

Some experienced horrific events,
massacres at Malesso’, Tinta, and
Faha’ where Japanese soldiers herded
families into caves and threw hand gre-
nades and delivered small arms fire
until dozens were killed. A similar
event occurred at Fena cave and for
the first time in many years, Speaker
Tony Unpingco of the Guam legislature
led a commemoration of this event.
This event took place in what is now
referred to as ‘‘naval magazine,’’ a
highly secured area where lots of weap-
onry is stored. And this is very special
for the people of Guam, and I certainly
congratulate Speaker Unpingco for
making this possible.

This tragedy was most manifested by
an enormously brave woman I would
like to tell you about who passed away
a few years ago. She was Beatrice Flo-
res Emsley. Beatrice was a woman
who, as a 13-year-old, was told to kneel
by Japanese soldiers and then struck
by a sword across the back of her neck.
This attempt to behead the young lady
was unsuccessful for reasons we do not
know, but we can only guess at. The
soldiers buried her in a shallow grave
and miraculously, she emerged from
that grave and wandered for several
days before she was treated, lived to a
ripe old age, had children and grand-
children.

For years, I remember this, Mrs.
Emsley was a curiosity for many peo-
ple. Understandably, she did not like to
talk about the war because the experi-
ence was so very painful. So very few

people asked her, but eventually she
started to speak out about her experi-
ence in order to bring honor and dig-
nity to the experiences of the people of
Guam, and she came to testify in Con-
gress on several occasions. She was a
remarkably gifted woman, devoid of
bitterness, who never spoke harshly
about her captors or the people who
tried to behead her, but only spoke
compellingly about how her experience
and how she hoped that the people of
the United States would understand
what Guam went through.

As always, Mrs. Emsley was dignified
as we asked her to recount her painful
experiences, recounting that we knew
caused her so much pain, and she came
to symbolize what the people of Guam
went through.

Several years ago, at the commemo-
ration of the 50th anniversary of the
liberation of Guam, the half century
mark, Secretary of the Interior Bruce
Babbitt referred to the veterans who
landed on Guam as the liberators from
without, and the people of Guam as the
liberators from within. It is their inter-
action that we bring honor to today,
and it is their struggle in the beaches
and in the concentration camps; it is
their common fear and their common
bravery; it is their common love for
freedom, and it is their common bond
that we bring honor to today.

In light of this, I will enter into the
Record two newspaper articles, one on
the Fena cave massacre which was
commemorated recently in Guam, and
the other is about Darryl Dass, one of
the Marine liberators from Iowa who
was a parade grand marshal in our re-
cent Liberation Day festivities in
Guam.

[From the Pacific Daily News]
GUAM REMEMBERS LESSONS OF 1944

(By Hirashi Hiyama)
As the 55th anniversary of the island’s lib-

eration draws near, American soldiers and
local residents who went through the war
will meet once again on the island this week.

Washed away by time, Guam’s memories of
World War II are starting to be overwhelmed
by development and comfort of the modern
lifestyle, say those who experienced the war.

But they remember the original Liberation
Day and remind others of the harsh island
life little more than two generations ago.

Darryl Dass, 75, of Iowa will join local resi-
dents on Wednesday as one of four grand
marshals for the Liberation Day parade. The
former Marine landed on Agat on July 21,
1944, helping to free Guam from the Japanese
occupational forces.

He is among some 42 World War II vet-
erans, who helped liberate Guam from Japa-
nese occupational forces, who plan to return
to Guam this week to join local residents in
celebrating the island’s holiday.

‘‘I thought so much about (local) people
when we first arrived (on Guam in 1944),’’
Dass said, during a phone interview from
Iowa. ‘‘They were so pitiful. Their clothes
were ragged. They were hungry. They didn’t
know it they were supposed to give us a hug
or to bow.

‘‘All the people, they were so thankful. It
was the way they were pleased with their
freedom—these things leave a mark on you,’’
he said. ‘‘When you have so much respect for
the people—it’s just like a magnet—it draws
me back.’’

The arrival of American soldiers is remem-
bered clearly by local residents who lived
through the war.

Amalia G. Arceo, 88, of Sinajana was in a
concentration camp in Manengon, where she
lived in a cave, drank river water and treat-
ed her sickly son.

Her family members risked their lives and
hid in the surrounding jungles, and from the
eyes of Japanese soldiers, to supply food for
captured family members, Arceo said.

The joyous news of the arrival of American
soldiers on the island seeped through the
camp.

‘‘We heard that American people were com-
ing in,’’ she said. ‘‘So we said ‘the Americans
are coming. The Americans are coming.’ We
were so happy. They brought eggs, ham,
cookies, candies, coffee—it was all in boxes.’’

Freed local residents were so hungry that
they ‘‘stuffed themselves in a hurry.’’ Arceo
said. But their bodies were so weak that
many people initially were sickened by food
rations eaten after they were freed, she said.

At about the same time in Guam’s’s his-
tory, similar things were happening at a con-
centration camp in Tai, Mangilao, where
Carmen A. Perez, now 66, also of Sinsjana,
was staying with her family. The camp was
located near the Fatimer Duerms Memorial
School, she said.

She also recalled a rumor about the arrival
of American soldiers spreading quickly
among those who were captured at the camp.

‘‘We were still careful not to be noticed by
the Japanese,’’ she said, of the elation de-
tainees felt when hearing the rumor.

Her brother was captured by Japanese sol-
diers in a jungle, but American soldiers
found the Japanese soldiers just in time to
rescue Perez’s brother, she said.

Memories of the war have been difficult to
share for those who experienced it.

Dass said he remained quiet about his war-
time experiences for decades. But he now
talks about the harsh memories of the war
‘‘because they don’t teach too much of the
history to (school) kids.’’

‘‘Memories: friends are killed and blown
into pieces and you don’t recognize them.
You are killed. You are crippled. These are
things you don’t forget. You don’t want to
talk about it,’’ he said. ‘‘If we don’t tell
(young people) what we have done, they
won’t know. It’s over 50 years ago. That’s
like ancient history to those kids.’’

Liberation Day has become a joyous occa-
sion, celebrating the island’s freedom from
the Japanese military. But it also brings sor-
row to those who lost loved ones during the
war, Perez said.

‘‘I want,’’ Perez said, ‘‘the people of Guam
to be educated (in Guam’s history).’’

Dass said he hopes Guam residents will
continue to pass on the island’s history for
generations to come.

‘‘Old men create the war and young men
die, fighting it,’’ Dass said. ‘‘War is hell. It
brings out the worst in people.’’

[From the Pacific Daily News]
FENA SURVIVORS TELL TALES

(By Joseph E. Duenes)
Nearly 400 people attended a memorial

service at Fena Cave yesterday to pay hom-
age to the 35 victims, and their families of
one of Guam’s worst recorded World War II
massacres.

Yesterday’s ceremony was only the second
to take place at the cave since the massacre
occurred. The site has been U.S. Navy prop-
erty since the war, and access to the area
was forbidden until last year’s memorial
ceremony.

In July 1944, shortly before U.S. troops lib-
erated Guam, about 85 Chamorros—men,
women, and children—were marched to the
Fena area by Japanese soldiers. The
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Chamorros were lured into caves with prom-
ises of food and rest after a long hard day of
building military fortifications.

Without warning, soldiers began flinging
grenades into the cave after the Chamorros
entered. The soldiers apparently wanted no
survivors of the incident, and systematically
plunged bayonets into those who were not
killed by the explosions. At the same time, a
dozen women were raped and killed in a
nearby cave. Nearly 35 men and women were
killed in the massacre.

Maria ‘‘Chong’’ Alerta, one of a handful of
survivors still living, was very young when
the massacre took place. According to
Alerta, the soldiers insisted children enter
the cave first, in what she thinks was an at-
tempt to help them survive. As the Japanese
walked through the carnage of the grenade
blasts, bayonetting moving bodies, Alerta
and her family remained still and were
passed over by soldiers. Her father was the
only one in her family hurt during the on-
slaught, suffering a non-fatal bayonet
wound.

Alerta, the only surviving member of her
family, said the event was a blur to her and
she does not remember most of it.

‘‘Right now if I think about it, I can still
feel it, even though I don’t remember the
most exciting moments of the event.’’ Alerta
said, as tears welled up in her eyes. ‘‘I feel
kind of lonely.’’

Maria Nauta was 17 years old when the
massacre took place. She, her father, and her
sister were already at the caves the day of
the massacre.

‘‘I was here that morning, because we were
lined up to be killed. The American planes
came early that morning, and everybody
scattered.’’ Nauta said. ‘‘I ran and I ran, but
my father and my sister were, caught and
put over here (at the caves). I was able to get
away,’’

Nauta tearfully said her father was later
killed during the massacre. She said her sis-
ter was able to escape, but not before being
stabbed in the back with a bayonet.

‘‘That was a very sad day, and it is very
hard for me to remember,’’ Nauta said.

Leroy Delos Santos said he had relatives
killed in the massacre. He and his family
came to the ceremony to honor them, and
the others who died.

‘‘From my perspective, (I came) to memo-
rialize, to pay tribute to our ancestors that
were killed,’’ he said.

Survivors and their families were not the
only ones honoring the victims of the at-
tack. Many came to learn, firsthand, some of
Guam’s tragic World War II history. For this
reason, Delos Santos brought his niece, and
all four of his children, to the memorial
service.

‘‘I want them to experience this and to
know. I feel that its very important that the
kids, even at a very young age, get exposed
to stuff like this,’’ Delos Santos said.

Paul Mafnas, a University of Guam student
from Barrigada, came to the ceremony with
his Chamorro class. Mafnas said the greatest
lesson we can learn from the massacre is for-
giveness.

‘‘Of course it’s going to touch a nerve, be-
cause it was our people that they did this to.
But on the same token, we should also prac-
tice forgiveness, because everybody needs
forgiveness these days.’’ Mafnas said ‘‘We
should remember what they went through,
but at the same time, use that to prevent
those mistakes from happening again in the
future.’’

Pat San Nicolas, of Talofofo, spent a lot of
time explaining to her son Chris and her
daughter Amanda the events that led up to
the massacre, and some of the reasons why it
may have happened. She was saddened that
the same type of events still take place in
other parts of the world.

‘‘You think about Kosovo and the tragedy
there, and you think, ‘It’s still going on after
all these years.’ People just haven’t
learned,’’ she said.

Though the Navy has already agreed to
allow next year’s ceremony to be held at the
site, Speaker Antonio Unpingco, R-Santa
Rita, said the construction of a monument
honoring the Fena massacre victims and
their families is already in the works. The
monument will be located on a hillside near
the navy’s access gate, and will cost an esti-
mated $500,000 to construct, Unpingco said.

‘‘Since last year, we had several sugges-
tions from the (memorial) committee to put
up a memorial for the victims, and we de-
cided to put it near the actual site.’’
Unpingco said. ‘‘It will not only be open to
locals, but to visitors from all over.’’

Unpingco said plans for the memorial have
already been donated by the Filipino Amer-
ican Society of Architects and Engineers.
The committee is relying on private dona-
tions for funding, however, which means it
may be two to three years before construc-
tion begins, he said.

Unpingco added that as soon as the monu-
ment is completed, it will be used for the an-
nual memorial services.

The meaning of the battles of Guam
and Saipan.

The taking of the Marianas was an-
other in a series of critical turning
points in the Pacific war. The defeat of
Japanese forces in the Marianas en-
abled America to bring the war to the
Japanese homelands which was not
previously possible. The Tojo govern-
ment resigned as a result of the Japa-
nese debacle in the Marianas Islands
and Admiral Asami Nagano, supreme
naval advisor to the Japanese emperor
stated, hell is upon us, and the words
were very true as Army Air Force
bombers took off from airfields re-
cently built on Guam and Saipan and
Tinian, the airfields of Harmon Ander-
son, North, Northwest, Isley, Kobler,
became familiar to the Army Air Force
station on these islands.

And the gentleman from New York
(Mr. GILMAN), the Chairman of the
Committee on International Relations,
was stationed in Guam during this
time period and participated in 35 mis-
sions to Japan, taking off from Guam.

And in addition to the air war, Guam
became the jumping off point for later
landings in the Philippines in Iwo Jima
and Okinawa as Guam became, in the
Victory at Sea documentary, Guam be-
came the military supermarket in the
western Pacific. Guam became the for-
ward naval base. Basically, Pearl Har-
bor was effectively moved 3,500 miles
west and Admiral Nimitz set up his
headquarters in Guam.

But we have other issues to bring up
as well, and it certainly is something
that we do not like to draw too much
attention to, but we must, and that is
that as we bring honor and recognition
to the experiences of the people of
Guam, I have to bring up an issue
which basically cries out for justice.
And this is the issue of how best to rec-
ognize this loyalty and their sacrifices.

At the conclusion of World War II,
the U.S. Congress passed a bill called
the Guam Meritorious Claims Act. This
act basically said that people of Guam

could submit claims for property dam-
age up to $5,000. In submitting those
claims, if one had a claim for more
than $5,000, one had to physically come
to Washington, D.C., to present one’s
claim. And this Guam Meritorious
Claims Act was in existence for one full
year, at a time when the people of
Guam were still recovering from World
War II, and even the notion of travel to
Washington, D.C., was almost as re-
mote as the notion of travel is to Ant-
arctica for most of us today.

Yet, that was legitimate legislation,
because it was an attempt to deal with
the battle damage. In 1948, the U.S.
Congress passed what is known as the
War Claims Act. The War Claims Act
provided a basis upon which American
citizens and American nationals who
were working for the Federal Govern-
ment, who were subject to enemy occu-
pation or forced labor or internment or
death or injury could make a claim. In-
credibly, Guam was not included in
that legislation.

When that legislation was amended
in 1962, Guam again was not included
in that legislation. And so let me ex-
press the anomaly in terms of my fam-
ily.

My name is ROBERT UNDERWOOD. My
grandfather is from North Carolina. He
came to Guam in the year 1902 as a Ma-
rine. He mustered out in Guam, and he
married a Chamorro woman and he
thereby established a line of
Underwoods in Guam who fully consid-
ered themselves, as I do, indigenous in-
habitants of Guam.

My grandfather was taken by the
Japanese and put in a prison camp for
civilians in, Kobe, Japan. As a result of
the War Claims Act of 1948, my grand-
father was compensated for his time of
internment in Japan. His family, his
wife, my grandmother, his children, my
father and my aunts and my uncles,
could not submit any claim, even
though it could be argued and cer-
tainly, my grandfather felt this way
before he died, they suffered more than
he did. But because the War Claims Act
only recognized the activities of U.S.
citizens who were subsequently taken
to Japan, the people of Guam were not
included.

There were some people of Guam who
worked for Pan American Airlines who
worked in Wake Island. These people
were drafted, in a sense, by the U.S.
Marine Corps to help defend the island
against Japanese invaders. These peo-
ple from Guam were taken, captured by
the Japanese, some were killed, even-
tually recognized as World War II vet-
erans, went to prison camp in China.
As a result of the War Claims Act of
1948, they were given a certain level of
compensation for their forced labor and
for their internment. Their families,
which were back in Guam, who suffered
a similar fate, were not allowed to sub-
mit the same claim. So, in a sense, we
have a situation that cries out for jus-
tice. And outlining that history only
helps make the case.

But there is more to it than that. In
1950, the people of Guam were made
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United States citizens by a congres-
sional act called the Organic Act of
Guam. In 1951, the United States signed
a peace treaty with Japan, officially
ending the Pacific War. In that treaty,
the United States forgave or foreclosed
or made impossible any claim for any
war action by the Japanese by any
American citizen or American na-
tional. So the peace treaty, in effect,
foreclosed the opportunity for the peo-
ple of Guam to be allowed the oppor-
tunity to make a war claim to Japan.

So what we have today is that the
people of Guam cannot make a war
claim against Japan, nor are they in-
cluded in the war claims legislation
that has been passed by Congress. So
what we have today is a situation that
is intolerable, that is unconscionable,
and cries out for some justice.

Fortunately, with the collaboration
of Senator DANNY INOUYE over in the
Senate, he and I have introduced legis-
lation to grant the people of Guam the
opportunity to submit war claims for
death and injury and for forced march
and forced labor. In order to validate
these claims, we are proposing that in
the future, we will establish a commis-
sion to validate the existence of these
claims and certainly to review the tor-
tured history of the claims situation in
regards to the people of Guam.

The one other irony is that, as I men-
tioned earlier in this speech, is that in
anticipation of a Japanese invasion of
the Aleutian Islands, the civilians who
lived in the Aleutian Islands were evac-
uated. In anticipation of Japanese war
action in Guam, the only civilians that
were evacuated were U.S. citizens. The
people of Guam who were not citizens
obviously were not evacuated. Legisla-
tion was granted to compensate those
for property damages and for damages
claimed as a result of the Japanese oc-
cupation to illusion islanders, but no
such similar legislation has been
passed for the people of Guam.

It is painful sometimes to talk about
such issues because sometimes people
think that we are talking about money
issues. In one sense, we are. But we are
not asking for what we do not deserve,
and we are only asking for the same
treatment as other American citizens
and nationals who experienced exactly
the same kind of condition.

In trying to bring honor and closure
to the World War II experience, we
have done many things in this country.
We are establishing a World War II me-
morial on the mall. The original design
of that World War II memorial called
for 50 columns to commemorate each
of the 50 States and one more for the
District of Columbia. Incredibly, a
place like Guam was left out of the me-
morial.

Fortunately, through a lot of con-
versation and personal appearances and
letters and everything else, we have
been able to rectify that so that Guam
will be given the same kind of promi-
nence in that memorial as any other
State or territory, because, based on
what I have told my colleagues this

evening, its contribution to the war ef-
fort was not only great in terms of win-
ning the war against Japan, but enor-
mous in terms of the suffering of indi-
viduals and their families.

So it is in their name, it is in the
name of the people of Guam that we
ask that consideration be given to this
legislation, that it be widely supported.
It is in their name that I ask that we
bring some closure to this war experi-
ence for those who have survived to
this age. Certainly, most people have
passed on. Most of the people who expe-
rienced World War II as mature adults
have passed on from Guam, and it is a
way, it is a tragic circumstance be-
cause so many of them that suffered
during the Japanese occupation will
never see any kind of compensation or
recognition for their efforts.

Every single family in Guam has
some connection to the war experience.
I always do not like to talk about it in
those terms, but sometimes those are
the terms that most people understand.

b 1915

My parents have 11 children. I am the
only one that was born after World War
II, and all the rest were born either
during the war or prior to the war.
Three of them died during the war.

For my parents, for my father while
he was still alive, and for my mother
who still lives today as a very ener-
getic 85-year-old woman, there is no
concern and there was never any con-
cern about war restitution or the legis-
lation or seeking any legislative initia-
tive.

In fact, I will have to say that for
most of the people who experience it,
they barely mention it. It is really part
of our attempt, for those of us who
come from the generation who profited
from their experience, it is our attempt
to help make whole what must have
been a horrific experience and to try to
bring some closure and honor to their
experience.

So today, even though we are one day
late and actually in Guam time we are
two days late, I want to again con-
gratulate all the Marines and sailors
and airmen and soldiers who partici-
pated in the battle for Guam.

There are so many out there. I am in
strong communication with several of
them. If they have not gone back to
Guam, they should go back to Guam
and see what they helped make pos-
sible. For those people who came down
from the hills, the Chamorro people of
Guam, who endured the Japanese occu-
pation, let us never forget that they
made their contribution to liberty and
they made their contribution to Amer-
ican ideals as well.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. UNDERWOOD) to revise and

extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. STUPAK, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin) to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material:)

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes,
July 28.

Mr. BILIRAKIS, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. EHRLICH, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. DAVIS of Virginia, for 5 minutes,

July 29.
Mr. RAMSTAD, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. TIAHRT, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. KOLBE, for 5 minutes, July 29.
Mr. MORAN of Kansas, for 5 minutes,

July 26.
f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 7 o’clock and 17 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Monday, July 26,
1999, at 12:30 p.m., for morning hour de-
bates.
f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

3190. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Karnal Bunt; Compensation for the
1997–1998 Crop Season [Docket No. 96–016–35]
(RIN: 0579–AA83) received July 12, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

3191. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—
Changes in Flood Elevation Determinations
[Docket No. FEMA–7289] received July 12,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices.

3192. A letter from the General Counsel,
National Credit Union Administration,
transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Credit Union Service Organizations—
received July 13, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

3193. A letter from the General Counsel,
National Credit Union Administration,
transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Investment and Deposit Activities;
Credit Union Service Organizations—re-
ceived July 13, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

3194. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans Ten-
nessee: Approval of Revisions to the Ten-
nessee SIP Regarding National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants and
Volatile Organic Compounds [TN–207–1–9924a;
TN–214–1–9925a; FRL–6379–4] received July 13,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

3195. A letter from the Secretary of Com-
merce, transmitting the first of six annual
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reports under the International Anti-Bribery
and Fair Competition Act of 1998; to the
Committee on Commerce.

3196. A letter from the Chairman, Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission, transmitting
the annual report of the Securities Investor
Protection Corporation for the year 1998,
pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 78ggg(c)(2); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

3197. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold commercially under a
contract to Japan [Transmittal No. DTC 48–
99], pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

3198. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold commercially under a
contract to The Netherlands [Transmittal
No. DTC 65–99], pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c);
to the Committee on International Rela-
tions.

3199. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold commercially under a
contract to Japan [Transmittal No. DTC 67–
99], pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

3200. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold commercially under a
contract to the United Kingdom [Trans-
mittal No. DTC 49–99], pursuant to 22 U.S.C.
2776(c); to the Committee on International
Relations.

3201. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed
Manufacturing License Agreement with
Oman [Transmittal No. DTC 71–99], pursuant
to 22 U.S.C. 2776(d); to the Committee on
International Relations.

3202. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed
Technical Assistance Agreement with the
United Kingdom [Transmittal No. DTC 14–
99], pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(d); to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

3203. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed
Manufacturing License Agreement with Fin-
land [Transmittal No. DTC 9–99], pursuant to
22 U.S.C. 2776(d); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

3204. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed
Manufacturing License Agreement with Nor-
way [Transmittal No. DTC 53–99], pursuant
to 22 U.S.C. 2776(d); to the Committee on
International Relations.

3205. A letter from the Director, Retire-
ment and Insurance Services, Office of Per-
sonnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s final rule—Federal Employees Health
Benefits (FEHB) Program and Department of
Defense (DoD) Demonstration Project (RIN:
3206–AI63) received July 12, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Government Reform.

3206. A letter from the Director, Retire-
ment and Insurance Service, Office of Per-
sonnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s final rule—Federal Employees Health
Benefits (FEHB) Program and Department of
Defense (DoD) Demonstration Project; and
Other Miscellaneous Changes (RIN: 3206–
AI67) received July 12, 1999, pursuant to 5

U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.

3207. A letter from the Director, Fish and
Wildlife Service, Department of the Interior,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and
Plants; Final Designation of Critical Habitat
for the Rio Grande Silvery Minnow (RIN:
1018–AF72) received July 2, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Resources.

3208. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, National Ma-
rine Fisheries Service, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Fisheries of
the Economic Exclusive Zone Off Alaska;
Shallow-water Species Fishery by Vessels
using Trawl Gear in the Gulf of Alaska
[Docket No. 990304062–9062–01; I.D. 062399A]
received July 12, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

3209. A letter from the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, transmitting the thir-
ty-first in a series of reports on refugee re-
settlement in the United States covering the
period October 1, 1996, through September 30,
1997, pursuant to 8 U.S.C. 1523(a); to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

3210. A letter from the Assistant Attorney
General for Administration, Justice Manage-
ment Division, Department of Justice, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Amend-
ment to the Justice Acquisition Regulations
(JAR) Regarding: Electronic Funds Transfer
(RIN: 1105–AA68) received July 1, 1999, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

3211. A letter from the Secretary, Federal
Trade Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule—Premerger Notification:
Reporting and Waiting Period Require-
ments—received July 1, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

3212. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Airworthiness Di-
rectives; McDonnell Douglas Model DC–9–10,
–20, –30, –40, and –50 [Docket No. 97–NM–49–
AD; Amendment 39–11224; AD 99–15–05] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received July 15, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

3213. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Boeing Model 777–200 Series Air-
planes [Docket No. 98–NM–243–AD; Amend-
ment 39–11214; AD 99–14–05] (RIN: 2120–AA64)
received July 1, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

3214. A letter from the Senior Regulations
Analyst, Office of the Secretary, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Participation by Dis-
advantaged Business Enterprises in Depart-
ment of Transportation Programs [Docket
No. OST–97–2550] (RIN: 2105–AB92) received
July 1, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

3215. A letter from the Attorney, Research
and Special Programs Administration, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Hazardous Ma-
terials: Revision to Regulations Governing
Transportation and Unloading of Liquefied
Compressed Gases (Chlorine) [Docket No.
RSPA–97–2718 (HM–225A)] (RIN: 2137–AD07)
received July 1, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

3216. A letter from the the Clerk of the
House of Representatives, transmitting the

annual compilation of personal financial dis-
closure statements and amendments thereto
filed with the Clerk of the House of Rep-
resentatives for the period of January 1, 1998,
through December 31, 1998, pursuant to Rule
XXVII, clause 1, of the House Rules; (H. Doc.
No. 106–103); to the Committee on Standards
of Official Conduct and ordered to be printed.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. ISTOOK: Committee on Appropria-
tions. H.R. 2587. A bill making appropria-
tions for the government of the District of
Columbia and other activities chargeable in
whole or in part against revenues of said Dis-
trict for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2000, and for other purposes (Rept. 106–249).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. COBLE: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R. 1565. A bill to amend the Trademark
Act of 1946 relating to dilution of famous
marks, and for other purposes; with an
amendment (Rept. 106–250). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on Re-
sources. H.R. 2181. A bill to authorize the
Secretary of Commerce to acquire and equip
fishery survey vessels (Rept. 106–251). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on Re-
sources. H.R. 1487. A bill to provide for public
participation in the declaration of national
monuments under the Act popularly known
as the Antiquities Act of 1906; with an
amendment (Rept. 106–252). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Ms. BROWN of Florida (for herself,
Mr. EVANS, Mr. FILNER, Mr. SHOWS,
and Mr. UDALL of New Mexico):

H.R. 2586. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to increase the amount of vet-
erans’ burial benefit paid for plot allow-
ances, and to provide for the payment to
States of plot allowances for veterans eligi-
ble for burial in a national cemetery who are
buried in cemeteries of such States; to the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. ISTOOK:
H.R. 2587. A bill making appropriations for

the government of the District of Columbia
and other activities chargeable in whole or
in part against revenues of said District for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2000, and
for other purposes.

By Mr. CRAMER (for himself and Mr.
WICKER):

H.R. 2588. A bill to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to
provide that certain employees of Federal,
State, and local emergency management and
civil defense agencies may be eligible for cer-
tain public safety officers death benefits, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. CRANE (for himself, Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER, and Mr. COX):

H.R. 2589. A bill to provide for the privat-
ization of the United States Postal Service;
to the Committee on Government Reform.
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By Mrs. MALONEY of New York (for

herself, Mrs. MORELLA, Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Ms. KAPTUR,
Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr.
FROST, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. BORSKI, Mr.
FILNER, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr.
UNDERWOOD, Mr. SANDERS, and Mr.
LANTOS):

H.R. 2590. A bill to amend the Violence
Against Women Act of 1994, the Family Vio-
lence Prevention and Services Act, the Older
Americans Act of 1965, the Public Health
Service Act, and the Right to Financial Pri-
vacy Act of 1978 to ensure that older or dis-
abled persons are protected from institu-
tional, community, and domestic violence
and sexual assault and to improve outreach
efforts and other services available to older
or disabled persons victimized by such vio-
lence, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce, and
in addition to the Committees on the Judici-
ary, Commerce, and Banking and Financial
Services, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. MORAN of Kansas (for himself,
Mr. RYUN of Kansas, Mr. TIAHRT, and
Mr. MOORE):

H.R. 2591. A bill to designate the United
States Post Office located at 713 Elm Street
in Wakefield, Kansas, as the ‘‘William H.
Avery Post Office‘‘; to the Committee on
Government Reform.

By Mr. ROGAN (for himself, Mr. BER-
MAN, Mr. EHRLICH, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr.
DEAL of Georgia, Mr. PICKERING, Mr.
BILBRAY, Mr. BRYANt, Ms. WOOLSEY,
Mr. GALLEGLY, and Mr. DINGELL):

H.R. 2592. A bill to amend the Consumer
Product Safety Act to provide that low-speed
electric bicycles are consumer products sub-
ject to such Act; to the Committee on Com-
merce.

By Mr. STARK (for himself, Mr. HIN-
CHEY, Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr. FROST,
Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. FRANK of Mas-
sachusetts, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. WYNN,
Ms. PELOSI, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr. CLY-
BURN, Mr. SANDERS, Mrs. MORELLA,
Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Ms.
LOFGREN, and Ms. SCHAKOWSKY):

H.R. 2593. A bill to provide for parity in the
treatment of mental illness; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, and in addition
to the Committee on Commerce, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. STRICKLAND:
H.R. 2594. A bill to provide grants to estab-

lish 25 demonstration mental health diver-
sion courts; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Mr. STUPAK (for himself, Mr. BAR-
RETT of Wisconsin, Mr. BROWN of
Ohio, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. LATOURETTE,
Mr. QUINN, Mr. STRICKLAND, Mr.
UPTON, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. BARCIA, Mr.
KLINK, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. LAFALCE,
Mr. KUCINICH, and Mr. GILLMOR):

H.R. 2595. A bill to place a moratorium on
the export of bulk fresh water until certain
conditions are met; to the Committee on
International Relations.

By Mr. VITTER (for himself, Mr.
HUNTER, and Mr. WELDON of Pennsyl-
vania):

H.R. 2596. A bill to provide for a testing
program for the Navy Theater-Wide system
and the Theater High-Altitude Area Defense
system; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

By Mr. WICKER:
H.R. 2597. A bill to provide that the Federal

Government and States shall be subject to

the same procedures and substantive laws
that would apply to persons on whose behalf
certain civil actions may be brought, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. WU:
H.R. 2598. A bill to terminate the price sup-

port and marketing quota programs for pea-
nuts; to the Committee on Agriculture.

H.R. 2599. A bill to terminate the Federal
price support programs for sugar beets and
sugarcane; to the Committee on Agriculture.

H.R. 2600. A bill to require that the level of
long-range nuclear forces of the Department
of Defense be reduced to 3,500 warheads con-
sistent with the provisions of the START II
treaty; to the Committee on Armed Services.

H.R. 2601. A bill to preserve Federal land
by requiring a moratorium on new mining
activities on such land; to the Committee on
Resources.

By Mr. WYNN:
H.R. 2602. A bill to amend the Federal

Power Act with respect to electric reliability
and oversight, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. WU:
H.R. 2603. A bill to eliminate the use of the

Savannah River nuclear waste separation fa-
cilities in South Carolina; to the Committee
on Commerce, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

H.R. 2604. A bill to terminate funding for
the Fast Flux Test Facility at the Hanford
Nuclear Reservation in Washington; to the
Committee on Science, and in addition to
the Committees on Commerce, and Armed
Services, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. LINDER (for himself, Mr. KING-
STON, and Mr. SPENCE):

H.J. Res. 62. A joint resolution to grant the
consent of Congress to the boundary change
between Georgia and South Carolina; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mrs. CHENOWETH:
H.J. Res. 63. A joint resolution proposing

an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relating to the legal effect of
certain treaties and other international
agreements; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Ms. BERKLEY (for herself, Mr. GIL-
MAN, Mr. ACKERMAN, Ms. BALDWIN,
Mr. BERMAN, Ms. BROWN of Florida,
Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr.
CARDIN, Mr. CROWLEY, Ms. DELAURO,
Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr.
ENGEL, Mr. FILNER, Mr. FOLEY, Mr.
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. FROST,
Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. HINCHEY,
Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. HOLT,
Mr. INSLEE, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr.
LANTOS, Mr. LEVIN, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr.
LUCAS of Kentucky, Mr. LUTHER, Mrs.
MALONEY of New York, Mr. MATSUI,
Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, Ms.
MCCARTHY of Missouri, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms.
MCKINNEY, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. MOORE,
Mr. NADLER, Mr. NEAL of Massachu-
setts, Mr. PALLONE, Ms. PELOSI, Mr.
POMEROY, Ms. RIVERS, Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN, Mr. ROTHman, Mr. RUSH,
Mr. SANDLIN, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr.
SHOWS, Mr. SISISKY, Ms. SLAUGHTER,
Ms. STABENOW, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr.
UDALL of Colorado, Mr. UDALL of New
Mexico, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. WEINER,
Mr. WEYGAND, Mr. WEXLER, Ms.
WOOLSEY, and Mr. WU):

H. Con. Res. 162. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that the
Auschwitz-Birkenau state museum in Poland
should release seven paintings by Auschwitz
survivor Dina Babbitt made while she was
imprisoned there, and that the governments
of the United States and Poland should fa-
cilitate the return of Dina Babbitt’s artwork
to her; to the Committee on International
Relations.

By Mr. WEINER:
H. Con. Res. 163. Concurrent resolution

calling for the full investigation of the Jew-
ish Cultural Center bombing in Buenos
Aires, Argentina, on July 18, 1994; to the
Committee on International Relations.

f

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

163. The SPEAKER presented a memorial
of the House of Representatives of the State
of Michigan, relative to House Resolution
No. 98 memorializing Congress to oppose the
Kyoto Protocol on greenhouse gas emissions
and to memorialize the United States Senate
not to ratify the Kyoto Climate Treaty; to
the Committee on International Relations.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 8: Mr. PASTOR.
H.R. 25: Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mr.

GILCHREST, and Mr. SHAYS.
H.R. 72: Mr. SKEEN.
H.R. 82: Mr. HINCHEY and Mrs. WILSON.
H.R. 123: Mr. RAMSTAD and Mr. PICKETT.
H.R. 133: Mr. RAHALL.
H.R. 175: Mr. MORAN of Virginia.
H.R. 229: Mr. WATT of North Carolina.
H.R. 239: Mr. KILDEE, Mr. BARCIA, Mr.

THOMPSON of California, Mr. SALMON, Mr.
PASTOR, and Ms. MCKINNEY.

H.R. 254: Mrs. FOWLER.
H.R. 274: Ms. CARSON.
H.R. 275: Mr. KING.
H.R. 303: Mr. BARTON of Texas.
H.R. 306: Mr. BROWN of Ohio and Mr. OBEY.
H.R. 353: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY.
H.R. 372: Ms. CARSON.
H.R. 418: Mr. NADLER, Mr. HINCHEY, and

Ms. MCKINNEY.
H.R. 470: Mr. BILBRAY.
H.R. 486: Mr. POMEROY.
H.R. 488: Mr. DELAHUNT.
H.R. 505: Mr. RODRIQUEZ.
H.R. 531: Mr. STEARNS.
H.R. 580: Mr. FATTAH and Mr. BECERRA.
H.R. 583: Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania and

Mr. ABERCROMBIE.
H.R. 632: Mr. BOYD.
H.R. 679: Mr. WU.
H.R. 732: Mr. BERMAN, Mr. CARDIN, Mr.

PALLONE, Mr. RANGEL, Ms. SANCHEZ, Mr.
FATTAH, and Mr. ROEMER.

H.R. 742: Ms. CARSON, Mr. OBERSTAR, and
Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut.

H.R. 750: Mr. GOODE.
H.R. 772: Mr. FARR of California.
H.R. 783: Mr. KIND and Mr. HAYWORTH.
H.R. 784: Mr. MCNULTY.
H.R. 815: Mr. WOLF, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. LINDER,

Mr. SMITH of Texas, and Mr. COX.
H.R. 826: Mr. QUINN.
H.R. 835: Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey and

Ms. MCKINNEY.
H.R. 837: Mrs. LOWEY.
H.R. 850: Mr. HINCHEY.
H.R. 864: Ms. KAPTUR and Mr. MORAN of

Kansas.
H.R. 1083: Mrs. FOWLER.
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H.R. 1085: Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri, Mrs.

MINK of Hawaii, and Mrs. MALONEY of New
York.

H.R. 1093: Mr. MARKEY and Ms. EDDIE BER-
NICE JOHNSON of Texas.

H.R. 1102: Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey.
H.R. 1106: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois.
H.R. 1116: Mr. SOUDER.
H.R. 1122: Mr. EHRLICH, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr.

HOLT, Ms. LEE, Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey,
Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. HOEFFEL,
and Mr. FOLEY.

H.R. 1130: Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania.
H.R. 1168: Mr. JOHN.
H.R. 1187: Mr. SKEEN and Mr. NORWOOD.
H.R. 1193: Mr. INSLEE and Mr. WYNN.
H.R. 1196: Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin.
H.R. 1244: Mr. DICKEY.
H.R. 1261: Mr. OSE.
H.R. 1310: Mr. HULSHOF, Mr. BECERRA, Mr.

BARCIA, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. LARGENT, Mr.
LAHOOD, Mr. MANZULLO, and Mr. MCHUGH.

H.R. 1311: Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. SHAW, Mr.
SUNUNU, Mr. HULSHOF, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. CLY-
BURN, Mr. FORD, Mr. SMITH of Michigan, Mr.
PORTER, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. HOLT, Mr. WELDON
of Florida, Mr. GORDON, Mr. LARGENT, Mr.
HERGER, Mr. BAIRD, Ms. MEEK of Florida, Mr.
UPTON, Mr. LUCAS of Kentucky, Mr. BEREU-
TER, Mr. TANCREDO, Ms. CARSON, Mr. FOLEY,
Mr. SHOWS, and Mr. DIAZ-BALART.

H.R. 1325: Ms. MCKINNEY.
H.R. 1360: Mr. BLAGOJEVICH.
H.R. 1366: Mr. NEY.
H.R. 1381: Mr. SKEEN.
H.R. 1385: Mr. DEUTSCH and Mr. SOUDER.
H.R. 1388: Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. GORDON, and

Mr. WATT of North Carolina.
H.R. 1443: Mr. HINOJOSA.
H.R. 1456: Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr.

UNDERWOOD, and Mr. RAHALL.
H.R. 1482: Mr. ALLEN.
H.R. 1483: Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut,

Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. HOLDEN, and Mr. PETER-
SON of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 1505: Mr. FILNER.
H.R. 1507: Mr. CALVERT.
H.R. 1511: Mr. HILL of Montana.
H.R. 1531: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY.
H.R. 1572: Mr. COOK, Mr. GOODLATTE, and

Mr. CALVERT.
H.R. 1579: Mr. DOOLEY of California, Ms.

ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mr. HALL of Ohio, and Mr. DEUTSCH.

H.R. 1592: Mr. TIAHRT and Mr. DEMINT.
H.R. 1616: Mr. LAZIO.
H.R. 1634: Mr. BLILEY.
H.R. 1644: Mr. CAPUANO.
H.R. 1760: Mr. GILMAN, Mr. METCALF, Mr.

GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr. SHERWOOD,
and Mr. WALSH.

H.R. 1771: Mr. HAYWORTH and Mr. LAHOOD.
H.R. 1786: Ms. BERKLEY.
H.R. 1841: Mr. REYES, Mr. SERRANO, Mr.

NEAL of Massachusetts, and Mr. STARK.
H.R. 1887: Mr. BEREUTER and Mr. ROGAN.
H.R. 1907: Mr. DREIER, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr.

VENTO, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. PRICE of North
Carolina, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. CLEM-
ENT, Mr. FORD, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, and
Mr. ETHERIDGE.

H.R. 1917: Mr. CLAY, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. KEN-
NEDY of Rhode Island, Mr. MARKEY, Ms.
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. LUCAS
of Oklahoma, Mr. DOYLE, and Ms. ROYBAL-
ALLARD.

H.R. 1929: Mr. KUCINICH.
H.R. 1933: Mr. DREIER and Mr. DEAL of

Georgia.
H.R. 1950: Mr. HOLT, Mr. PRICE of North

Carolina, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr.
HINCHEY, Ms. KAPTUR, and Mr. FATTAH.

H.R. 1987: Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. BOEHNER,
Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. GRAHAM,
Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. SCHAFFER, Mr. DEAL of

Georgia, Mr. HILLEARY, Mr. SALMON, Mr.
TANCREDO, Mr. DEMINT, Mr. GOODE, Mr.
WICKER, Mr. COOKSEY, Mr. BARTLETT of
Maryland, and Mr. GANSKE.

H.R. 1990: Mr. GILLMOR.
H.R. 2000: Mr. DEMINT, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr.

OBERSTAR, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. HOYER, Mr.
DAVIS of Florida, Mr. SISISKY, and Mr.
TRAFICANT.

H.R. 2004: Mr. STUPAK, Mr. MALONEY of
Connecticut, and Ms. WOOLSEY.

H.R. 2005: Mr. GOODLATTE.
H.R. 2031: Mr. NUSSLE and Mr. CAPUANO.
H.R. 2081: Mr. ROTHMAN.
H.R. 2101: Mr. WAXMAN.
H.R. 2102: Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. MCNULTY,

and Ms. BERKLEY.
H.R. 2166: Mr. DAVIS of Florida, Mr. WOLF,

Mr. BORSKI, Mr. COOK, and Mr. SPRATT.
H.R. 2171: Mrs. BIGGERT.
H.R. 2241: Mr. MEEHAN and Mr. CAPUANO.
H.R. 2247: Mr. TALENT and Mr. METCALF.
H.R. 2277: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD and Mr.

SHERMAN.
H.R. 2282: Mr. FOSSELLA.
H.R. 2287: Mr. OWENS and Mr. UNDERWOOD.
H.R. 2316: Mr. HINCHEY, Mrs. MORELLA, and

Mr. SHOWS.
H.R. 2319: Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. BOEHLERT,

Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut, Mr. VISCLOSKY,
Mr. STUMP, Mr. MILLER of Florida, and Mrs.
KELLY.

H.R. 2333: Mr. TOWNS, Mr. FILNER, Mr.
GUTIERREZ, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Ms.
MCKINNEY, Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr. ENGEL,
and Mr. RODRIGUEZ.

H.R. 2344: Mr. FROST and Ms. CARSON.
H.R. 2362: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey and Mr.

KOLBE.
H.R. 2365: Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. RUSH, Mrs.

MINK of Hawaii, Mr. CUMMINGS, and Ms. KIL-
PATRICK.

H.R. 2380: Mr. BLUMENAUER.
H.R. 2396: Mr. STEARNS.
H.R. 2400: Mr. BARCIA.
H.R. 2420: Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. FOLEY, Ms.

BROWN of Florida, Mr. KILDEE, and Mr. KING.
H.R. 2429: Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. WICKER, Mr.

SHAW, and Mr. TAUZIN.
H.R. 2436: Mr. SOUDER, Mr. STEARNS, Mr.

RAHALL, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, and Mr.
WELDON of Florida.

H.R. 2439: Mr. BASS.
H.R. 2446: Mr. MASCARA, Mr. GREEN of

Texas, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. PASTOR,
Mr. STARK, Ms. STABENOW, Ms. SLAUGHTER,
Mr. PICKETT, Mr. MCNULTY, and Mr. ROTH-
MAN.

H.R. 2457: Mr. BROWN of Ohio and Ms.
MCKINNEY.

H.R. 2511: Mr. ISTOOK.
H.R. 2515: Mr. FROST, Mr. MCNULTY, and

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN.
H.R. 2520: Mr. ENGLISH and Mr.

BLUMENAUER.
H.R. 2529: Mrs. NORTHUP, Ms. DUNN, and

Mr. SOUDER.
H.R. 2530: Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr. GUT-

KNECHT, Mr. FROST, and Mr. COSTELLO.
H.R. 2534: Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. SHOWS, Ms.

BERKLEY, Ms. DELAURO, and Mr. FROST.
H.R. 2539: Mr. COX.
H.R. 2548: Mr. MICA, Mr. OSE, Mr. BORSKI,

and Ms. BALDWIN.
H.R. 2571: Mr. GOODLING and Mr. SOUDER.
H.R. 2572: Mr. DELAY, Mr. OXLEY, Mr.

GILLMOR, Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr. CRAMER, Mr.
LAMPSON, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr.
ROHRABACHER, Mr. SHAYS, Mrs. WILSON, Mr.
SHADEGG, Mr. NEY, and Mr. BENTSEN.

H.R. 2584: Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey, Mr.
LOBIONDO, Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma, and Mr.
CHAMBLISS.

H.J. Res. 41: Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. CLEMENT,
Mr. FATTAH, Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut,

Mr. MENENDEZ, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. POM-
EROY, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Ms. VELÁZQUEZ, and
Mr. WU.

H. Con. Res. 30: Mr. PETRI.
H. Con. Res. 62: Mr. FOLEY.
H. Con. Res. 80: Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. OLVER,

Mr. TRAFICANT, and Mr. MALONEY of Con-
necticut.

H. Con. Res. 110: Mr. LAHOOD, Ms. NORTON,
Mr. BAIRD, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. SPRATT, Mr.
TANNER, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr. REYES, Mr.
BATEMAN, Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mr.
WATT of North Carolina, Mr. PORTER, Mr.
SMITH of Texas, Mrs. JOHNSON of Con-
necticut, Mr. FROST, Mr. SOUDER, Mr. CAL-
VERT, Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. MALONEY of Con-
necticut, and Mr. SIMPSON.

H. Con. Res. 120: Mr. CALLAHAN, Mrs.
CAPPS, and Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H. Con. Res. 124: Mr. DEUTSCH and Mr.
MCNULTY.

H. Res. 16: Mr. GUTKNECHT.
H. Res. 107: Mr. HINCHEY and Mr. DAVIS of

Illinois.
H. Res. 163: Mrs. KELLY, Mr. LEWIS of Geor-

gia, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. BAIRD,
Mr. LANTOS, Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr.
TRAFICANT, Mr. GARY MILLER of California,
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. SMITH of
New Jersey, Mr. WYNN, Mr. STRICKLAND, Ms.
MCKINNEY, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, and
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD.

H. Res. 238: Mr. STEARNS.
H. Res. 251: Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. MCGOVERN,

Ms. NORTON, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. DIXON, Mr.
ENGLISH, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. VENTO, Mr. OBERSTAR, Ms.
KILPATRICK, Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut,
Mr. POMBO, Mr. HAYWORTH, and Mr. UNDER-
WOOD.

f

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

H.R. 798: Mr. SESSIONS.

f

DISCHARGE PETITIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XV, the fol-
lowing discharge petition was filed:

Petition 4, Thursday, July 15, 1999, by Ms.
DEGETTE on H. Res. 192, was signed by the
following Members: Ed Pastor, Jim Davis,
Tammy Baldwin, Carolyn C. Kilpatrick,
George Miller, Carrie P. Meek, Jesse L.
Jackson, Jr., Bill Pascrell, Jr., Robert A.
Brady, Tony P. Hall, Thomas C. Sawyer,
Nydia M. Velazquez, Ellen O. Tauscher, Shel-
ley Berkley, Eddie Bernice Johnson, James
P. McGovern, Danny K. Davis, Alcee L.
Hastings, Karen McCarthy, Bill Luther,
Thomas M. Barrett, Sherrod Brown, Fortney
Pete Stark, Albert Russell Wynn, Patsy T.
Mink, William (Bill) Clay, Carolyn B.
Maloney, Barney Frank, Martin Frost,
Charles A. Gonzalez, Lloyd Doggett, Eva M.
Clayton, Sheila Jackson-Lee, Robert Wexler,
Bobby L. Rush, Richard A. Gephardt, Mi-
chael E. Capuano, Earl Blumenauer, Donald
M. Payne, John F. Tierney, Martin T. Mee-
han, James E. Clyburn, Henry A. Waxman,
Rush D. Holt, Lane Evans, Steven R. Roth-
man, William O. Lipinski, Julia Carson, Wil-
liam J. Coyne, Thomas H. Allen, Corrine
Brown, Cynthia A. McKinney, Steny H.
Hoyer, Robert A. Weygand, Joseph Crowley,
Neil Abercrombie, John J. LaFalce, Luis V.
Gutierrez, Robert Menendez, and Edward J.
Markey.
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